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Abstract 
I initiated this research to improve my management consulting practice, in particular, to 
enhance organisational learning and sharing. The setting was a not-for-profit 
organization in the health sector with 200 employees.  Over a two-year period, I 
collaborated with 30+ staff to explore ways to enable knowledge flow in their work 
group, using an action research approach.  I facilitated an emergent knowledge flow 
process, leading a volunteer ―knowledge network‖ of practitioners. The research 
questions included: What encourages knowledge flow in an organization? What are the 
barriers to knowledge flow? Can one enable knowledge flow?  
The ―knowledge network‖ helped me to design a process to describe, understand and 
enhance tacit knowledge flow within their organisation. An online survey was 
administered to all staff based on the ‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ I 
had developed. The survey sought their views on ways they learn and share at work, 
how well their expectations were met, and their experiences of collaboration.  The 
network of practitioners helped to refine the survey analysis, which included Social 
Network Analysis.   
Over an 18-month period, I and the knowledge network developed interventions to 
promote knowledge flow, based on a rigorous assessment of their priorities. Staff 
members were re-surveyed and findings showed a consistent improvement in learning 
and sharing from Survey One to Two. Relationships were perceived to have 
strengthened, in-house knowledge flow and collaborative activity improved, and 
external distribution of knowledge increased. 
During the project, I deliberately modelled and encouraged feedback and reflective 
practice. Creating a climate of trust and enquiry enabled the knowledge network to 
develop an effective process to assess knowledge flow that others might find useful. 
Implementing initiatives was challenging, particularly given that the organisation was 
undergoing merger negotiations. I kept a reflective journal over the four years of 
research, and examined the tensions of leading a project that was emergent, rather 
than planned. This experience changed my consulting/facilitation approach to diminish 
control and empower employees to determine the knowledge flow priorities that would 
improve their organisation‘s outcomes.   
 x 
  
   1 
Summary 
This research was based on a desire to improve my practice as a human resources 
consultant. I had been working with public sector entities to promote learning and 
sharing in teams, and wanted to critically review my practice. I approached the 
research with an interest in complexity theory, and in particular, how self-organizing 
principles might apply to improve knowledge flow. The research project was designed 
to explore how to facilitate an emergent, collaborative process of enabling knowledge 
flow within a particular work group with which I was familiar. 
The setting for the research was a not-for-profit organization, in the health sector, with 
200 employees. The organization consisted of four parts: a Research Division, a clinic, 
an education unit, and an information and support service. Over a two-year period, I 
worked with the 30+ staff in the Research Division to explore ways to enable 
knowledge flow, using an action research approach. At the time, the organization‘s 
strategic plan promoted the translation of research to inform practice, but collaboration 
wasn‘t happening to turn this aspiration into a reality. In addition, the organization‘s 
existence was under threat, with merger discussions during the project culminating in 
an amalgamation with a much larger network.  
From consulting to a variety of public sector entities over many years, I concluded that 
there appeared to be little explicit focus in the organizations I consulted to on the 
process of how to share, build on, and combine what people knew. My contention was 
that sharing tacit knowledge by committing staff time, energy and resources to a 
conscious knowledge-integration process would enhance their ability to achieve stated 
organizational objectives. This thesis is the story of facilitating a knowledge flow 
process in the Research Division of this organization. I had previously been employed 
as a paid consultant to manage several organizational projects, so was familiar with 
many of the senior staff. This project, however, was self-initiated, with the explicit 
support of the senior management, and was not funded. I straddled the insider/outsider 
research boundary in terms of having some understanding of the work of the 
practitioners and their work place, but was not a part of their group. Facilitating an 
emergent process, as a researcher/ facilitator, presented interesting challenges, 
compared to my usual consulting process where I managed planned projects.  
The research questions I wanted to answer included: What is knowledge flow? What 
encourages knowledge flow in an organization? What are the barriers to knowledge 
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flow? Can one enable knowledge flow? I was aware that there are many ways to 
facilitate knowledge flow, rather than one right way. The research revealed useful 
processes to actively encourage learning and sharing of tacit knowledge. Although I 
was aware of many published studies of management-initiated approaches to 
collaboratively enhance learning and sharing, I was not aware of an emergent 
consultant-facilitated approach to increasing tacit knowledge sharing.  
Whilst the literature on Complex Adaptive Systems initially piqued my interest, other 
fields of enquiry unfolded as the research progressed. The knowledge management 
literature was examined, as was the field of organizational learning and the literature on 
developing communities of practice and knowledge networks, to understand how to 
enable staff members to share and learn openly. I also explored consulting practices, 
with an emphasis on reflective practice, with a view to analysing and modifying my 
approach. 
A key part of the project was facilitating a ―knowledge network‖, made up of a small 
group of practitioners from the Division. At the start of the project, five staff volunteered 
to help to design a process to understand perceptions of knowledge flow in their 
Division. This Group, known as the ‗Survey Design Group‘, administered an online 
survey to gather these perspectives. The Group helped me design Survey One, using 
the ‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ that I had developed to frame the 
data collection and analysis. The survey sought participants‘ views of the usefulness of 
the ways they could learn and share at work, asked them to rate how well their 
expectations at work were met, sought information on how well they knew their 
colleagues and who they went to for advice, and requested descriptions of their 
collaborative activities.  
After the administration of the survey and the dissemination of results to the Division, 
staff members were invited to develop interventions that might promote knowledge 
flow. A second group of five staff was formed, the ‗Intervention Design Group‘, which 
met eight times and created four initiatives to improve learning and sharing in the 
Division. Staff members in the Division were re-surveyed 18 months later, using the 
same survey tool, following the development of the interventions. 
The two surveys included quantitative questions which enabled me to assess changes 
in ratings over time, and open-ended questions seeking comments.  Detailed 
examination of the survey data included the use of ‗NetDraw‘ to produce Social 
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Network Analysis diagrams. The survey findings showed a consistent improvement in 
learning and sharing within the Division from Survey One to Survey Two. Relationships 
were perceived to have strengthened, in-house knowledge flow had improved, as had 
collaborative activity and the external dissemination of knowledge. 
An important part of the process included the discussions in the 12 meetings of the two 
Design Groups that worked collaboratively with me to conduct the project. During the 
project, I modelled and encouraged feedback and reflective practice. Creating a climate 
of trust and encouragement of enquiry enabled us to develop a sound process to 
describe and assess knowledge flow. Implementing the initiatives that we developed 
was challenging, particularly given the politics in the management team.  
A primary motivator for initiating the research was to improve my consulting practice, 
by trialling facilitation of a knowledge network. I kept a reflective journal over a four-
year period during the research process, and examined the tensions I experienced 
leading a project that was emergent, rather than planned in approach. The experience 
of conducting the project, and the accompanying reflexive process, has changed my 
practice.  As a facilitator, one needs to be prepared to diminish control to allow those in 
the knowledge network to determine what will be achieved. The thesis concludes by 
recommending a process to maximise knowledge flow that others might find helpful.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Background 
My research was based in a not-for-profit health organization employing 200 staff 
including researchers, educators and clinicians. On paper, this organization 
emphasized collaboration, but it wasn‘t happening in practice. I worked with the group 
of 40 researchers over a two-year period to explore ways to improve sharing and 
learning throughout the group. A ‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ 
(Figure 3, p.59) was created as a way to frame the data collection and analysis.  This is 
the research story of the process of engaging others to promote learning and sharing 
and implement new collaborative practices in their work group. The thesis provides 
insights into my role as a consultant/facilitator/researcher in encouraging knowledge 
flow. As such, there may be useful learning for other practitioners seeking to achieve 
better outcomes for their organization. 
This chapter explains why enhancing knowledge flow is important for organizational 
effectiveness, and includes a commentary on why there often is no explicit attention to 
this critical process. The key research questions are presented to help the reader 
understand the focus of the study, followed by the research design and the scope. An 
overview of the organization in which the research was based is offered as context, 
and the structure of the thesis is outlined. 
1.2 Value of knowledge flow in achieving business 
objectives 
The foundation of my human resource consulting practice is helping to maximize 
employees‘ capabilities to both achieve organizational objectives and enhance their job 
satisfaction. As a generalist practice, the projects I have managed are diverse, 
including developing programs (e.g. mentoring, performance management), conducting 
training (e.g. team building, resilience through change), undertaking organizational 
reviews, facilitating groups (e.g. strategic planning sessions) and one-on-one coaching. 
Relevant projects have included creating Organizational Learning and Development 
Plans, designing Leadership Programs, and conducting Capability Audits. These paid 
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consulting projects have often involved interviewing staff members to ascertain their 
views on what is working well in their business unit and what could be improved.  
In 17 years of consulting, mostly with organizations in the public sector, I have 
discovered that there is often a lack of focus on learning and sharing, and this is 
perceived by staff I have talked to as limiting their individual and team effectiveness. 
Whenever I have mentioned my research topic in informal conversations, there has 
been a high degree of interest in understanding how to actively facilitate knowledge 
sharing, as it often has not been working in the organizations of those with whom I talk. 
Individuals have expressed frustration about: 
 Under-utilization of their capabilities 
 Lack of awareness of their colleagues‘ strengths, with descriptions of business 
units isolated from each other, even though they engaged with similar stakeholders 
 Absence of collaboration, and the re-work required, because of not knowing who 
was doing/had done what; 
 Feeling disconnected from, or not understanding, the organization‘s strategic goals.  
Many consulting projects have been with organizations in the public sector, whose 
business goals have included building robust government policy, educating others, and 
delivering quality projects and services. Most of these organizations, therefore, have 
needed a credible, current and diverse knowledge base to meet citizen needs. Despite 
the importance of effective learning and sharing to achieve this, discussions with staff 
in these organizations have often revealed that information was hard to locate, 
knowledge was fragmented, and ―silos‖ of activity were common. 
Several consulting projects piqued my interest in undertaking formal research to better 
understand the processes required to enhance knowledge sharing within organizations. 
One was working for a newly formed business unit that delivered capital works. Staff 
members wanted to understand the skills and knowledge of their colleagues, capitalize 
on each other‘s strengths, and address development needs. The project revealed a 
need to improve knowledge sharing so all in the group were clear about their mission, 
knew their colleagues‘ capabilities, better understood project and stakeholder 
requirements, and recognized and addressed skill and knowledge gaps. Outcomes of 
this project included: the formation of a Skills Working Group that met regularly and 
recommended initiatives to the Executive, which included weekly ―stand up‖ talks from 
the Executive Director, the creation of an expert seminar series, day tours to sites so 
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staff could see their projects in action, exploration of a mentoring program, and an 
online ―team room‖ for sharing project documents and lessons learnt. 
In the health sector, I assisted a research group to apply for a capability-building grant 
to transfer knowledge from senior to developing staff working in research, education, 
clinical practice, and policy. An explicit focus on knowledge sharing was a key part of 
this grant. Other related work included assisting a network of disability advocates to 
successfully apply for funding to establish a State-wide Disability Advocacy Resource 
Unit. This extended previous projects I had managed with this cash-strapped network 
of advocates to explore ways to informally draw on the knowledge, ideas and expertise 
within the group. The confluence of these varied knowledge-building projects furthered 
an interest in identifying robust processes that could facilitate knowledge flow, thereby 
achieving organizational objectives and enhancing job satisfaction.  
Effective knowledge flow is important in complex and demanding public sector 
organizations, with multiple stakeholders, regulatory constraints, and a workforce that 
expects high levels of consultation. Simultaneously, there is pressure on staff to deliver 
innovative and integrated solutions. Yet there appears to be little explicit focus on the 
process of how to share, build on and combine what people know in the development 
and implementation of strategic directions, program plans, and team objectives.  
Whilst explicit knowledge can be stored, retrieved and disseminated in intranets, 
websites, databases, files and common folders, attention needs to be given to sharing 
tacit knowledge that is developed from experience, through face-to-face 
communication, problem-solving sessions and discussion forums. My contention in 
embarking on the project was that organizations could accelerate their ability to 
achieve their objectives if they paid attention to integrating tacit knowledge, by 
committing time, energy and resources to a conscious knowledge integration process.   
My research was based on an emergent, collaborative process of facilitating 
knowledge flow, in an attempt to gain some insights into the question of ‗How to enable 
knowledge flow to achieve organizational outcomes‘.  
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1.3 What is known about enabling knowledge flow 
Whilst there is an overwhelming body of literature on the general topic of knowledge 
management, the process of enabling tacit knowledge sharing from a practitioner‘s 
perspective has been less well researched. There are checklists for knowledge 
managers that include factors to encourage sharing and learning, but these do not 
explore how an external facilitator can develop an emergent knowledge flow process 
that engages staff, is tailored to meet specific organizational needs, and can 
institutionalize activities to create an ongoing culture of collaboration. I use the term 
―knowledge flow‖ because I was interested in not just how to improve ad hoc 
exchanges, but how one could encourage a state of deep engagement in learning and 
sharing, based on clear, shared goals, a climate of empowerment, and an emphasis on 
fully utilizing and developing the capabilities and career paths of all involved. 
Whilst the literature on complexity theory piqued my interest in self-managing teams, 
other fields of enquiry unfolded as the research progressed. The knowledge 
management literature was examined to understand how people in organizations 
create, transfer and disseminate information in a way that leads to improved practice. 
Organizational learning was explored to gain a sense of how individuals and teams 
share and diffuse knowledge. Literature on developing communities of practice and 
knowledge networks was reviewed to understand how to enable staff members to trust 
each other to share and learn, value what each other knows, and want to devote time 
to learning from each other. I also investigated consulting practices, with an emphasis 
on reflective practice, with a view to analysing and modifying my consulting approach. 
1.4 Research questions 
This project investigated ways to enhance knowledge transfer and integration, by 
actively facilitating the flow of tacit knowledge within an organization. For this purpose, 
knowledge is defined as ‗the ability to make sense of information that enables one to 
take effective action‘. The objective of the research was to facilitate a process that 
would enable work teams to achieve organizational objectives and also enhance job 
satisfaction.  The project aimed to answer several questions: 
 What is knowledge flow?  
 Can one enable knowledge flow?  
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 If knowledge flow can be enabled, how does one do it? 
 How can one describe and assess knowledge flow, including changes in 
knowledge flow over time? 
 What encourages knowledge flow in an organization? 
 What are the barriers to knowledge flow? 
 What kinds of knowledge flow interventions are likely to be effective? 
 Does enhanced knowledge flow contribute to organizational success? 
I was aware that there are many ways to facilitate knowledge flow, rather than one right 
way: the research intended to uncover useful processes to do so. The choice of the 
word ―enable‖ in the title was deliberate, as my view was that my role was to guide staff 
to determine interventions that were relevant to them. Enabling knowledge flow was 
specifically chosen as a target rather than enhancing knowledge sharing, as the word 
flow suggests a collaborative, integrated and seemingly effortless approach to learning 
(Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi 2003, p. 6). A focus on process was emphasized, in the 
belief that knowledge flow needs to be actively encouraged. Whilst the knowledge 
management literature discusses the importance of knowledge creation in terms of 
competitive advantage, in particular through technology and systems, there have been 
few studies about the practitioner process of facilitating tacit knowledge flow.  
In addition, there was little description in the literature of how to facilitate a collaborative 
enquiry approach to increasing knowledge. As a facilitator, I was keen to work with a 
group of practitioners and help them to determine explicit ways they could accelerate 
knowledge flow in their teams, focussing primarily on social, rather than technological 
processes. This project was designed to explore whether enhanced knowledge flow 
contributed to the achievement of organizational objectives, as well as enquire into the 
perceived impact on the group‘s collaborative activity. An output was a model that other 
practitioners could employ to enable knowledge flow within their own organizations. 
1.5 Research setting 
The study was set in a not-for-profit organization in the health sector, with 
approximately 200 employees. The organization consisted of four complementary 
―businesses‖ that were intended to work together to enhance organizational 
effectiveness. This included a research arm, a clinic, an education unit, and a 
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telephone/online information and support service. Consent was gained from the CEO 
and the Research Division Manager to conduct the research within her Division, which 
consisted of 37 people. The Research Division of this organization resembled some of 
the other public sector clients I had worked with, in that their mission was based on 
generating, disseminating and embedding new ways of working in their sector to 
influence policy, programs and, in this case, clinical practice.  
At the time, the organization was experiencing considerable change. The 
organization‘s financial viability was being reviewed by the Board and government 
authorities, and a merger was a likely option. Many staff appeared to have lost 
confidence in the CEO, compounded by a decision to eliminate a particular loss-
making service. The CEO subsequently resigned and a senior administrator was 
appointed. Towards the end of my study, an amalgamation with a larger organization 
that consisted of several entities took place. 
1.6 Thesis structure 
The thesis describes the process of enabling knowledge flow with the staff in the 
Research Division of this organization, and is structured in the following way: 
Chapter Two contains the Literature Review, and provides details of previous research 
that is relevant to this Study. This encompasses concepts from the fields of Complexity 
Theory, Knowledge Management and Organizational Learning, as well as the idea of 
The Learning Organization and the concept of ―flow‖. The main ideas that arise from 
this literature that have been explored are ―knowledge as knowing‖, reflective practice, 
and the notion of emergence and self-organized learning, facilitated by networks such 
as ―communities of practice‖ and ―knowledge networks‖. The role of the researcher/ 
facilitator/consultant in enabling knowledge flow has also been examined through the 
literature on consulting practices and action research. 
Chapter Three describes the Action Research Methodology that underpins the 
research, and the multiple methods used to understand and compare knowledge flow 
over time. In the study, two self-selecting groups of staff from the Research Division 
formed ―knowledge networks‖. These are referred to as the Survey Design Group and 
the Intervention Design Group. These staff worked collaboratively with me; one group 
helped to design a survey and the other to develop interventions based on survey 
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feedback. Following the development of the interventions, the same survey was 
administered, enabling comparison of data over an 18-month period. The survey 
included the use of Social Network Analyses, to understand relationships in the 
Division. Transcripts of discussions from the two knowledge networks were reviewed to 
understand the process of how the individuals worked together. Communications in the 
form of emails with the Division Manager, from her to all Division staff and from senior 
executive to all staff in the organization were also reviewed. Importantly, the reflections 
from my own journal, kept over a four-year period, were a critical source of data. 
Chapter Four provides an in-depth description of the Organizational Context. This 
includes the organizational structure, details about the Research Division where the 
data collection took place, organizational changes that occurred whilst this research 
project was in progress, such as changes in leadership, and the potential impacts of 
the amalgamation. 
Chapter Five is the Findings. These include the analysis of the two online surveys that 
were administered to staff members‘, 18 months apart, to gain their perceptions of 
knowledge flow in the Division. The results from Survey One provided insights into the 
participants‘ views of what was working well and what could be improved, in terms of 
their role, and learning and sharing within their team, within the Division, within the 
organization, and with others outside the organization. This analysis helped to shape 
the interventions that were developed and implemented by the Intervention Design 
Group. The decision-making processes that led to the development of the 
interventions, and the challenges encountered with their implementation are described, 
as are the interventions that were put in place during this period by the management 
team. The changes in knowledge flow between Survey One and Survey Two, which 
was administered following the implementation of interventions, are explored. These 
include valued ways of learning and sharing, continuing barriers to sharing knowledge, 
and participants‘ views on the most significant changes that had occurred. 
Chapter Six, Reflections: Research and Consulting Process and Practice, reviews my 
role as researcher/facilitator/consultant and the collaboration with the Design Groups 
with whom I worked closely over two years. The meetings with the Design Groups 
helped me to understand the organizational culture, agree on a process for collecting 
data on knowledge flow, and develop interventions. This chapter draws on reflections 
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from my journal on the process of facilitating the project, and provides insights on what 
I learned about my practice, including what I would do differently in future. 
Chapter Seven, the Discussion Chapter, suggests the value of the study for 
practitioners seeking to improve knowledge flow, and relates the findings to the 
literature. The chapter includes a review of the appropriateness of the project design 
and methods, comments on the collaborative process of engaging with a volunteer 
―knowledge network‖, and summarizes the barriers and stimulants to knowledge flow. A 
discussion of the interventions, the implementation process and the outcomes is 
provided. The ‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3) is 
reconsidered and revised, my perspective as a consultant in facilitating the project 
described, and a suggested knowledge flow process is proposed. The significance of 
the project and implications for future practice and research are offered. 
This is followed by the References and the Appendices.
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2 LITERATURE REVIEW  
2.1 The challenge of how to enable knowledge flow 
There is ample evidence to demonstrate that effective learning and sharing within an 
organization builds relevant knowledge and enhances that organization‘s performance 
(Davenport & Prusak 2000; Ichijo & Nonaka 2007; Vera & Crossan 2003). In fact, many 
authors argue that an organization‘s knowledge and ability to learn are the main source 
of its competitive advantage, and therefore retaining highly knowledgeable people is 
critical to success (Grant 1996b; Kogut & Zander 1992; Liebeskind 1996; Pralahad & 
Hamel 1990). Whilst Patriotta (2003, p. 7) maintains that ‗knowledge will displace 
capital as the engine of competitive performance‘, Argyris and Schön (1996) and 
Senge et al. (1999) describe the difficulty in developing and maintaining productive 
learning in an organization. 
The challenge is not only to discover how to encourage learning and sharing, but also 
how to change organizational practices as a result. This project was initiated because 
there was little focus in the literature on how to collaboratively determine the most 
critical knowledge sharing/organizational learning initiatives to pursue, how to 
institutionalize those initiatives, and how to ascertain whether the initiatives contributed 
to achieving organizational objectives. I wanted to know how a practitioner, such as 
myself, could maximize  learning and sharing, through enhancing ―know-how‖, a 
concept that Polanyi fathered (1966) and that has been explored by a range of 
researchers in the knowledge management/organizational learning area (Brown & 
Duguid 1998; McElroy 2000; Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995). 
Research from the fields of complexity theory, knowledge management, and 
organizational learning suggests that knowledge (1) is fluid and dynamic (2), flourishes 
when trusting human relationships exist;  (3) continually recombines in new ways and 
shapes individual and organizational identities; and (4) can propel organizations to 
engage in transformative collaborative activity that maximizes individual potential and 
thereby leads to organizational objectives (Davenport & Prusak 2000). My contention is 
that the achievement of organizational objectives can be enhanced when time, energy 
and resources are committed to a process of sharing and integrating tacit knowledge, 
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which research suggests comprises 70-80% of organizational knowledge (Aherne & 
Pereira 2005; Conner 2004; Dalkir 2005). 
In editing The Blackwell Handbook of Organizational Learning and Knowledge 
Management, Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003, pp. 648-9) asked the contributing 
authors to nominate future research topics that needed to be addressed. They 
developed a long list of research questions that they felt needed to be answered. This 
study intends to address four questions from that list: 
 What encourages knowledge sharing within a firm?  
 Why and under what circumstances do people share knowledge?  
 What are the barriers to knowledge transfer and learning in networks?  
 What factors affect the successful transfer or the ―stickiness‖ of knowledge?  
In the 2011 edition of the Handbook (Easterby-Smith & Lyles 2011b), four different 
areas were identified as possible areas for future exploration of which one,  
understanding the drivers of organizational performance, was relevant to this thesis. 
The other future research trends were not relevant to this project, such as learning and 
knowledge transfer between organizations, and building capabilities through alliance 
relationships. 
I explored the literature in the following areas to help answer these questions: 
 Complexity theory, using the metaphor of organizations as complex adaptive 
systems;  
 Knowledge Management, focusing on knowledge sharing and integration;  
 Organizational Learning and how to create a ‗Learning Organization‘;  
 The concept of ―flow‖, as it relates to deep engagement with work; and 
 Consulting skills and practice, including the role of reflective practice  
 
Figure 1: Literature Map depicts the relationships between these fields in the context of 
implementing a facilitated, emergent, knowledge flow project with practitioners. 
As a result of the initial review of the literature, I created a ‗Model of conditions that 
enable knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3, p. 59) which appears at the end of this chapter. I 
developed this model following a further review of the literature after the data collection 
and analysis stages.  
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Figure 1: Literature Map 
 
 
There are similarities and differences between the characteristics of each level. At the 
individual level, factors such as the individual motivation to learn and share, and having 
knowledge to share, are contributing factors. At the group level the way people learn 
together, taken from Organizational Learning (OL) and the concept of the Learning 
Organization (TLO), including concepts such as communities of practice, are explored. 
At the organizational level we again draw on the literature on OL and TLO, but also 
literature on how knowledge is managed at an organizational level to enhance 
knowledge flow. At the sector level these notions of collaborative learning are also 
explored and developed.
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Following the review of the literature in these five key fields is a discussion of the 
barriers to knowledge flow, the characteristics of which are often the flipside to effective 
learning and sharing.  The existing research gaps are then discussed, revealing why 
this research is important. I then describe in detail the conditions that enable 
knowledge flow, that have led to the creation of the model. Lastly, as this is a study 
about how a consultant-practitioner can enable knowledge flow, I explore the literature 
on organizational consulting, for insights into how to effect change.  
2.2 Complexity Theory and Complex Adaptive Systems  
The nature of knowledge flow was initially examined through the paradigm of the 
organization as a complex adaptive system. Complexity theory, which arose from 
research in the natural sciences, describes the capacity of some natural systems to 
adapt to their changing environment and thereby continue to evolve, rather than 
dissipate into entropy (a state of disorder). Without any hierarchy, these complex 
adaptive systems facilitate their survival when on the ‗edge of chaos‘ by self-organizing 
into a new order, a phenomenon that does not happen for systems in stasis or chaos 
(Gleick 1998; Waldrop 1992). In the 1990s, management researchers began to explore 
whether the factors that facilitate self-organization in the natural world might also apply 
to human organizations in a state of flux (Battram 1998; Grant 1996b; Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995; Stacey 1996; Wheatley 1999). Battram suggested that: 
Complexity theory both highlights the limits of our present approach and offers a new 
perspective in which relationships and patterns are the new principles of organization 
(Battram 1998, p. vii). 
 
In The Future of Knowledge, Allee (2003, p. 14) defines an organization as a ‗complex 
adaptive social system where people systemically cooperate to achieve a common 
purpose‘. Bennet and Bennet applied these ideas to the US Department of Navy to 
promote effective learning (2004). They use the term ‗intelligent complex adaptive 
systems‖ (ICAS) to describe organizations that:: possess emergent characteristics, 
including the capacity to innovate, acquire and apply knowledge; have a shared 
purpose; are knowledge centric; and facilitate flow of learning and sharing.  
Miller, a General Manager from Royal Dutch/Shell (Pascale 1999), drew on the concept 
of complex adaptive systems to identify market opportunities in an innovative way. He 
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brought front-line staff together to explore ideas, create informal networks, encourage 
innovation and then rigorously test and review the ideas in ―action labs‖. This iterative 
process provided both the space and new energy to unleash his ‗design for 
emergence‘ , generating hundreds of informal connections between headquarters and 
the field (Pascale 1999, p. 91) . Miller‘s theory-in-action supports the contention that an 
environment that facilitates constant re-creation can enhance capacity and learning, 
enabling an organization to actively respond to emerging needs (Wheatley 1999). A 
key success factor was harnessing knowledge from those in the organization closest to 
the customer. 
The burgeoning field of knowledge management, which combines the disciplines of 
sociology, organizational science, linguistics, information technology, education and 
training, and human resources, offers additional perspectives on how to enhance 
knowledge flow (Dalkir 2005). Some particular concepts relevant to this research are 
described in the next section. 
2.3 Knowledge Management 
2.3.1 Definitions, generations and models 
Knowledge management has been defined in many ways. In the 1960‘s Peter Drucker 
(1964) coined the term the ―knowledge worker‖ and Polanyi (1966) established the 
concept of tacit knowledge, which includes the critical element of human judgment 
(Canner & Katzenbach 2004). De Gooijer (2000, p. 303) defines knowledge 
management as the ‗actions which support collaboration and integration‘. Bennet and 
Bennet describe it as ‗a field that seeks to improve performance and sustainability 
through knowledge‘ (Bennet 2006, p. 3). Attention to knowledge management 
increased in the mid-1990s, in response to stimuli such as increased globalization, 
leaner but more complex organizations, the mobility of the workforce, and rapid 
communications (Bennet 2006; Dalkir 2005). Technological innovations enabled 
explicit knowledge to be codified, transmitted, stored and retrieved.  
Three ‗generations‘ of knowledge management, have appeared in the literature. The 
first generation focused on operations and knowledge use, and the second on 
education and innovation, that is,  ‗how knowledge is created, shared and diffused‘ 
(McElroy 2000, p. 199). Schönström (2005, p. 19)  refers to the third generation of 
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knowledge management as focusing on ‗supporting communication between 
individuals, e.g. mentor relationships between new recruits and experienced staff, 
communities of practice and so forth‘ . Snowden goes further, suggesting that the 
human and cultural dimensions of knowledge management rest in the second 
generation, with the third generation devoted to understanding shared context as a way 
of creating a shared meaning. Paradoxically, he states that knowledge can still be 
understood both as a thing and a flow – that it is both content and the context in which 
it is applied (Snowden 2002).  
Early proponents of the holistic view of knowledge management were Nonaka and 
Takeuchi (1995), who studied the characteristics of successful Japanese 
manufacturers in the 1980s. They describe knowledge creation as the critical process 
of converting tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge so that it can be communicated and 
shared, and then back again to tacit knowledge to be embedded in the way people 
work. Explicit knowledge can be articulated and communicated in words and numbers, 
whereas tacit knowledge is defined as: 
… highly personal and hard to formalize, making it difficult to communicate or to share 
with others. Subjective insights, intuitions, and hunches fall into the category of 
knowledge. Furthermore, tacit knowledge is deeply rooted in an individual‘s action and 
experience, as well as in the ideals, values, or emotions he or she embraces (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995, p. 8). 
 
The knowledge conversion process outlined by Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) is 
described as: 
 socialization – tacit to tacit: may involve observation, imitation, practice, such as 
sharing experience, skills and mental models; 
 externalization – articulation of tacit to explicit: use of figurative language and 
symbolism – e.g. metaphor, analogy, models  to express ‗what people know but 
cannot yet say‘ (p.13); triggered by dialogue or collective reflection;  
 combination – integration – explicit to explicit: reconfiguring, categorising 
information into new patterns and relations e.g. creating a Business Plan; 
 internalization – understanding – explicit to tacit: learning by doing – testing and 
validating new patterns and relations, creating a spiral of learning and knowledge, 
such as knowledge translated into documents, instruction manuals and stories. 
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Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) argue that to create organizational knowledge, individuals 
need a forum to engage in dialogue and discuss their ideas with others. In addition to 
the use of metaphor and analogy to build models, they argue that ambiguity can 
provide a new direction, by broadening the scope of an individual‘s thinking. Another 
key element is redundancy, that is, people sharing overlapping information, as this can 
create new knowledge.  
Whilst many authors provide suggestions on how to move tacit knowledge to explicit 
knowledge so that it can be shared (Burke 2004; Cohen 2004; Grant 1996b), Tsoukas 
(2003) questions the idea that tacit knowledge is knowledge not yet articulated, 
following on from Polanyi (1966) who argued that acts of knowing cannot always be 
articulated. Grant (1996b) developed the knowledge-based theory of the firm, 
suggesting that the primary role of the firm is to integrate specialist knowledge which 
resides in individuals, by analysing and establishing mechanisms to coordinate activity, 
such as setting procedures to convert tacit knowledge to explicit knowledge, facilitating 
group problem solving, and ensuring there are high levels of common knowledge. Tacit 
knowledge, however, is difficult to imitate and the employee‘s personal contribution to 
team knowledge is not easy to measure (Osterloh & Frey 2000). 
Cohen suggested creating circumstances so that valuable people ‗collide with each 
other‘, resulting in the emergence of unexpected ideas and relationships (2004, p. 
287). For example, Alcoa were interested in improving access between senior 
executives, so they designed their new headquarters with open offices and many 
meeting spaces to facilitate the likelihood of people encountering each other (Cross et 
al. 2001). Another suggested approach to learn from tacit knowledge is to actively 
question those with valued expertise to discover patterns and strategies in how they 
work, and to encourage sharing stories of successful and unsuccessful projects to 
elucidate practical approaches (Burke 2004; Denning 2001).  
The Cynefin sense-making model, created by Snowden (2002) suggests that there are 
four domains of knowledge (known, knowable, complex, and chaotic) that apply to 
different contexts:  
 Known: Structured knowledge that can be taught, and is embodied in policies and 
procedures 
 Knowable: Professional knowledge that can be taught, but requires time, 
intelligence and opportunity to learn - this is the domain of communities of practice 
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 Complex: Informal/interdependent learning, based on shared experiences, values 
and beliefs. This is the informal organization, with its social networks, symbols, 
culture and voluntary collaboration, which is often based on trust  
 Chaotic: Uncharted/innovative learning: new situations, where there is no 
precedent, no direct experience – this chaotic space can be highly productive 
Knowledge itself is often not a simple entity to be exchanged, learned, generated or 
transferred. 
2.3.2 Knowledge flow as a socially constructed process 
My research is based on a social construction of reality, and knowledge integration as 
a process, based on a willingness to learn and share, rather than knowledge as a static 
entity (Lissack 2000). Berger and Luckmann (1967) proffered the need for  a ‗sociology 
of knowledge‘, which grew from observable differences between the way societies 
viewed reality and perceived knowledge. 
… the sociology of knowledge must concern itself with whatever passes for ‗knowledge‘ 
in a society, regardless of the ultimate validity or invalidity (by whatever criteria) of such 
‗knowledge‘. And in so far as all human ‗knowledge‘ is developed, transmitted and 
maintained in social situations, the sociology of knowledge must seek to understand the 
process by which this is done in such a way that a taken-for-granted ‗reality‘ congeals for 
the man in the street. In other words, we contend that the sociology of knowledge is 
concerned with the analysis of the social construction of reality. (Berger & Luckmann 
1967, p. 15). 
 
Social constructivists argue that knowledge cannot be conceived independently from 
action, ‗…shifting the notion of knowledge as a commodity that individuals or 
organizations may acquire, to the study of knowing as something that they do‘ (Vera & 
Crossan 2003, p. 125). People in organizations learn both as individuals and from each 
other, with individual learning influencing the social system and vice-versa, fostering 
interdependence within the group (Stacey 2003b).   
Research by Hislop (2003) into the implementation of Enterprise Resource Planning 
systems by five organizations, looked at the methods by which knowledge was 
integrated. He found that the organizations that focussed on documentation and 
education alone had limited value. Rather, the most effective learning came about 
through social interaction and team-working. In his research into two Fiat 
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manufacturing plants, Patriotta (2003) depicted knowledge as distributed throughout a 
social system and understood by the observation of everyday practices in the 
workplace. He noted that the creation and institutionalization of knowledge is usually 
combined with human action and interaction that inevitably brings into play politics, 
controversy, and discordance:   
...knowledge management practices can be better pictured as social processes that at 
times entail building consensus and cognitive alignment and at other times entail 
provoking dissent and deviation from standard knowledge, but for sure not simply storing 
knowledge in organizational databases (Patriotta 2003, p. 205).  
 
Tsoukas (2003) agrees with this shift in thinking from the earlier concept of tacit 
knowledge as knowledge awaiting conversion or translation into explicit knowledge, 
noting that: 
We cannot operationalize tacit knowledge but we can find new ways of talking, fresh 
forms of interacting and novel ways of distinguishing and connecting. Tacit knowledge 
cannot be ―captured‖, ―translated‖, or ―converted‖, but only displayed and manifested in 
what we do. New knowledge comes about not when tacit becomes explicit but when our 
skilled performance is punctuated in new ways through social interaction (Tsoukas 2003, 
p. 410). 
 
Knowledge as a social process, rather than an entity, has a dynamic quality, as it is 
developed through interpersonal relationships (Chiva & Alegre 2005; Leistner 2010; 
Stacey 2003c). Ichijo, von Krogh and Nonaka (2000) note the fragility of knowledge 
development and suggest that enablers are required to create these conditions:  
 The mind-set of individuals is that knowledge is an essential organizational 
capability 
 There is a common organizational language to communicate new knowledge 
 The organizational structure facilitates innovation 
 Individuals are keen to share with colleagues, based on mutual trust and respect 
 Those who contribute knowledge are valued and acknowledged by management. 
This was reinforced by Ichijo and Nonaka (2007), who define knowledge-enabling as 
organizational activities that promote knowledge creation, based on a deep sense of 
caring which stems from a climate of mutual trust. The focus is on facilitating 
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relationships and conversations, based on a shared mission and vision, supported by 
strong leadership. 
2.3.3 Knowledge flow in practice 
Understanding perspectives on communities of practice was important for this study.  
The ―situated perspective‖, of organizational learning stresses the importance of 
practice (Brown & Duguid 1991; Elkjaer 1999; Lave & Wenger 1991).  Brown and 
Duguid describe learning as the  ‗bridge between working and innovating‘ (1991, p. 41), 
which occurs from being an active participant in a community of practice. They argue 
that:  
Workplace learning is best understood, then, in terms of the communities being formed or 
joined and personal identities being changed. The central issue in learning is becoming a 
practitioner, not learning about practice. This approach draws attention away from 
abstract knowledge and cranial processes and situates it in the practices and 
communities in which knowledge takes on significance (Brown & Duguid 1991, p. 48). 
 
Social learning is described by Elkjaer (1999, p. 80) as: 
 ‗…more than information-processing and the transfer of ‗right‘ attitudes and 
cultures…Here, the perspective on learning is not based on the individual, but on the 
social practice of organizational life.‘   
 
This approach requires involvement in decision-making and problem-solving by all in 
the organization, not just at the management level. Knowledge networks are a tactical 
approach to successful creation, use and application of knowledge, often across 
organizations, spanning a broad range of topics  (Allee 2003; Anklam 2007). 
Knowledge networks can be an institutionalized version of the communities of practice 
model initiated by Lave and Wenger (Lave & Wenger 1991).  
Büchel and Raub (2002) conducted a survey of the benefits of knowledge networks, 
described as an extension of communities of practice, which can be informal 
gatherings that are beyond management control. The research was undertaken with 
members of the Geneva Knowledge Forum, a group of 16 leading multinationals 
(including Hewlett-Packard, Swiss Re and UBS) that meet regularly to discuss 
knowledge management trends. Those surveyed said that knowledge networks can 
increase efficiency, boost innovation and improve employee satisfaction. Participation 
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in a network that involves exchanging ideas, challenging processes and developing 
skills was considered motivating. Belonging to a network and being recognized as part 
of the group may also satisfy needs for affiliation (McClelland 1961). Re-using 
company knowledge by sharing what works produces efficiency. Another benefit is the 
opportunity to create new knowledge through interaction with others motivated to bring 
about positive change.  
Büchel and Raub (2002) asked 25 executives from the Geneva Knowledge Forum to 
rank the importance of network activities and the level of difficulty of their 
implementation. The following three were, in order, the most important and also the 
most difficult to implement:  
(1) demonstrating tangible network outcomes 
(2) fostering trust between members, and  
(3) ensuring management support (Büchel & Raub 2002, p. 595). 
  
Whilst there are a myriad of examples of business initiatives that promote knowledge 
sharing in networks, Patriotta (2003) discussed the centrality of the workplace context 
in which action and interaction occurs, noting the added complexity that this social 
dimension brings to ―managing‖ knowledge flow.  Cross et al. (2001) illustrated how 
British Telecommunications introduced virtual communities of practice connected 
through a Knowledge Interchange Network to improve cross-sector collaboration and 
address the existence of silos at work. Anklam (2007) described the value of the new 
England Healthcare Institute, a network representing all sectors of the healthcare 
community in New England (USA), which was set up to identify and tackle complex, 
system-wide problems, drawing on the diverse capabilities and commitment of the 
community‘s major players.  Ichijo and Nonaka (2007) stated that communication is the 
core competence for managers at Toyota, whose role is to generate mutual 
understanding and trust. Whilst attention to communication in formal meetings is 
promoted, there are also a range of informal settings to share information with 
employees, such as sports days and cultural events. In addition, knowledge activists 
are appointed to embody and teach others the ‗Toyota Way‘, which is based on 
creating and sharing knowledge.  
The Partners HealthCare case, described by Davenport and Glaser (2002), is another 
example of sharing knowledge between highly experienced professionals in practice. A 
system was developed to assist doctors to make better decisions/reduce errors 
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regarding tests or medication to prescribe. Committees of experts incorporated 
decisions regarding medication into a database, which could be questioned, so that the 
database was continually being refined and adapted. This is the same principle that is 
now applied in Wikipedia. 
Given rapid staff turnover in some organizations, it is important for employees to make 
connections quickly in order for others to draw on their expertise. To this end, Cross et 
al. (2001) note that face-to-face contact is imperative: 
… our interviews indicated that relationships need time and space (physical, cognitive 
and social) to develop a sense of safety. Although communication technologies such as 
email are helpful in maintaining these relationships, when creating relationships we have 
found that it is important to increase the opportunity for face-to-face interactions between 
people. For example, though often chided, organizations that have instigated brown bag 
lunches find that this process is effective for the development of safe relationships 
between people (Cross et al. 2001, p. 117).  
 
Büchel & Raub (2002) also describe the need for face-to-face contact initially when 
building knowledge networks to allow people to become acquainted, to understand 
contextual differences and, importantly, to build trust. Research at McKinsey‘s 
(Hauschild, Licht & Stein 2001) revealed that successful companies had strategies to 
nurture the desire to share knowledge, rather than relying on sophisticated IT systems. 
Effron (2004) claims that when a person needs to access expertise they are more likely 
to ―go down the hall‖ than look in a database: 
 
The fundamental, undeniable fact is that knowledge is intrinsic to human beings and is 
gained only by participating in an experience or having contextual understanding of that 
experience. .. Knowledge exists only in people (Effron 2004, p. 40). 
 
He recommends that the way to improve knowledge sharing within an organization is 
simply by increasing contact between individuals, such as by holding ―lunch and 
learns‖, using apprenticeships for new starters to learn from experts, and having ―go to‖ 
people who are accountable for sharing their knowledge face-to-face.  
2.3.4 Knowledge-Intensive Firms 
Some argue that enabling knowledge flow needs to be greater or managed differently 
in knowledge-intensive companies (Alvesson 1993; Starbuck 1992; Tsoukas 2003). 
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Given that the context of my research was a knowledge-intensive firm, research on this 
type of organization was explored. Knowledge-intensive companies are described by 
Starbuck as those in which at least one-third of the personnel possess a formal 
education and experience equivalent to a doctoral degree, and where ‗exceptional and 
valuable expertise dominates commonplace knowledge‘  (1992, p. 716). In these 
environments, he notes, experts gather information, analyse and interpret it and make 
reports and recommendations on the basis of the new knowledge created. Experts are 
required to continually develop their capabilities to complete new, short-term projects, 
working independently or in small teams, liaising across boundaries and relying on 
informal, rather than formal structures. He notes that: 
To learn, one must build up knowledge like layers of sediment in a river bottom. To learn 
effectively, one must accumulate knowledge that has long-term value while replacing the 
knowledge that lacks long-term value (Starbuck 1992, p. 724). 
 
The intellectual nature of the work in knowledge-intensive firms is stressed by Alvesson 
(2000), who suggests that in such companies there is a need to focus on attraction and 
retention of knowledge workers, who are the input to knowledge creation, to maximize 
the output of knowledge generation. He describes such knowledge workers as 
intrinsically motivated by their work, connected and committed to the work itself, and 
differing from ‗ordinary personnel‘, in that they often work long hours, are highly 
motivated,  and require minimal supervision.  A delicate balance is required to get 
highly autonomous knowledge workers, who dislike bureaucracy and formal control, to 
participate in formal organizational routines to enhance quality and consistency, whilst 
encouraging informal processes to facilitate knowledge work, such as innovation, 
flexibility, and knowledge creation (Starbuck 1992). 
On the other hand, Brown and Duguid (1998, p. 91) maintain that the survival of all 
firms in a competitive environment:  
…rests on the continuous generation and synthesis of collective, organizational 
knowledge... the cultivation of this knowledge – often an implicit, unreflecting cultivation – 
is the essence of developing a core competency to maintain the organization and resist 
its dissolution. 
 
Having the right resources alone does not contribute to successful knowledge 
integration, resulting in competitive advantage. The notion of ‗dynamic capabilities‘, 
 26 
expounded by Teece et al. (1997) and extended by Eisenhardt and Martin (2000) and 
Nielsen (2006), suggests that competitive advantage comes from configuring resources 
and capitalizing on organizational routines, as well as being able to develop, recombine 
and use knowledge in new ways to succeed in a rapidly changing environment. In 
practice, deciding to invest organizational resources in a knowledge flow initiative, 
involves also understanding how to assess that it will be effective.  
2.3.5 How to measure knowledge flow 
Choi et al. (2005, pp. 67-8) state that the value of knowledge ‗can often be measured 
only over time and over repeated interactions‘. Leistner (2010) argues that it is hard to 
find meaningful measures to evaluate the benefit of knowledge flow initiatives, but that 
a balanced approach is important, including numbers with process measures, such as 
level of participation, time saved, greater openness to share, and direct and indirect 
measures. De Gooijer (2000) developed a framework for managers in a Victorian 
Public Service Department to measure their knowledge management performance. In 
this organization there was a critical need to integrate information from the separate 
businesses of service provision and policy. She suggested a balanced scorecard 
approach to measure ―hard‖ data, and a framework that identified the ―soft‖ skills 
required to demonstrate collaborative behaviour. The scorecard included a knowledge 
management map, tacit and explicit knowledge transfer processes, and the inclusion of 
sense-making. Manager characteristics were defined by their level of knowledge 
management skill (1 to 6), and expected behaviours by type of role (mentor, 
information provider, coach and so on). The behaviours focused on encouraging: inter-
organizational communications, development of formal and informal networks, sharing 
of expertise, and collaborative opportunities. 
Other practitioners are cautious about the ability to develop hard measures to 
determine the effectiveness of knowledge management programs.  The Next 
Generation Knowledge Management III  is a series of facilitated discussions with a 
central practitioner, in this case with Accenture Capability Development/Global 
Knowledge Management Leader Tom Barfield, with others offering their perspective 
(Barfield 2007). The discussion on measuring the value of knowledge management 
initiatives, and communities of practice in particular, was particularly interesting. 
Michael Heaney said, ‗What gets measured gets measured and gets measured and 
gets measured‘ (Barfield 2007, p. 92), making the point that it is time to move from 
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fixating on measuring the outcomes of sharing knowledge, and like email, simply 
recognize it as a valuable, accepted routine. 
Saint-Onge contributed, ‗Measurement never represents the full reality; it is necessarily 
an approximation of what is going on. It is never the full story‘ (Barfield 2007, p. 95). He 
added that measurement doesn‘t always convince people – managers equally use 
numbers to reject a proposal, or proceed with a program because at face value it 
makes sense, rather than wasting time and money on measurement. Another 
perspective offered in this dialogue was from Peter Marshall, who twisted the usual 
adage to ‗one can only manage what one cannot measure‘, noting that if something 
can be reliably measured, using a control procedure, then it doesn‘t need to be actively 
managed, whereas knowledge is more complex than something that is merely 
measured (Barfield 2007, p. 97). Or, as Einstein was quoted to say, ‗Not everything 
that can be counted counts, and not everything that counts can be counted‘.  
Adding to the discussion, Krebs suggested that Organizational Network Analyses are 
often used as valuable indicators of relationship activity, rather than hard measures  
(Barfield 2007). Still others note the delay in seeing the impact of initiatives within 
organizations. Wheatley (2004b) believes that the development of knowledge in 
organizations is a messy process, which requires patience – a quality often in short 
supply in organizations seeking to make quick wins. Let us look at this ‗messiness‘ in 
action, in order to understand the complexity of putting into practice some of the 
knowledge integration theories. 
2.4 Knowledge integration within Complex Adaptive 
Systems 
The connection between organizational learning, knowledge management, and 
complexity theory, is explored by McElroy (2000), who notes that whilst individual 
learning leads to individual knowledge, organizational learning leads to collective 
knowledge. McElroy states that knowledge and learning in organizations is inspired by 
individually and collectively held rules and feedback loops that are characteristic of 
complex adaptive systems. He suggests that the creative tension in complex adaptive 
systems, or the ambiguity which Nonaka and Takeuchi (1995) refer to, is a prerequisite 
for learning and innovation.  
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2.4.1 Improving knowledge integration in the health sector 
Two separate action research studies in health care networks have drawn on 
complexity theory, communities of practice, generative learning, systems thinking, and 
critical reflection to enhance knowledge integration. Each provides a useful example of 
the links between complexity theory and knowledge integration.  
In a study of several hundred Canadian practitioners in palliative care, interventions 
were planned to shift the dominant paradigm from biomedical curing to total caring 
(Aherne & Pereira 2005). Whilst the national government was committed to improving 
palliative care, the reality was a fragmented and complex service system, with multiple 
participants and a deficit in knowledge, skills, and concern about palliative care among 
health care providers and specialists. The emphasis in the Aherne and Pereira study 
was on promoting collective, collegial learning, reflecting on and sharing effective 
practices, drawing on informal and incidental learning and providing e-learning for 
isolated providers – all with limited funding. Their approach was based on an 
understanding that 83% of learning occurs through informal and incidental means 
(Marsick & Watkins 1990).  
Activities included creating forums for regional medicos, nurses, and pharmacists to 
collaborate, using case-guided learning, sharing local tools and resources, holding tele-
conferences and peer mentoring. Complexity theory was used to shape and view the 
learning process in this hospice palliative care (HPC) project: 
As we reflected on the early efforts and outcomes of the project from 2001 to 2003, it was 
clear that the propensity to see HPC problems in a technical, rationalist, linear cause-
and-effect fashion undervalued a richness of relationships, companion initiatives and 
multiple processes in the nation. To become catalysts for accelerating meaningful, 
generative change aligned with emerging demand for HPC, a …different approach was 
required. HPC capacity building had to be considered within a broader, dynamic set of 
complex health policy frameworks and fluid health care education and delivery systems 
(Aherne & Pereira 2005, p. xiii).  
 
Understanding the relationships with others in the system, the policy context within 
which they were working and the need to be flexible, suggested a different way of 
working and relating across the sector. 
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The second action-learning study was conducted at Macmillan Cancer Relief, a UK 
charity that employed 2500 nurses who interacted with GPs, patients, and carers. 
Donaldson, Lank and Maher (2005) describe the process of enhancing learning and 
instituting change, by promoting opportunities for interaction. Drawing on complexity 
theory, communities of practice and storytelling, the staff shared stories of their 
experiences, building social networks and knowledge, with the aim of improving patient 
care. Macmillan created several avenues to foster connections, forming a Nurses 
Reference Group, Patient and Carer Group, Primary Care Cancer Lead Clinicians, and 
a Macmillan GP Facilitator Programme. GPs with expertise in palliative care were 
funded part-time to facilitate learning and improve collaboration with specialist palliative 
care providers, facilitate regional communities of practice and organize GP 
conferences. Critical to success was the support and acknowledgement of volunteer 
efforts, regular communication and cross-membership of groups, travel funds, meeting 
spaces, information, and administrative support. Both of these studies suggested that 
these complex adaptive systems evolved in unexpected ways to create a more flexible 
organization. 
2.4.2 Less successful attempts at learning through self-
management  
Two different studies also drew on complexity theory concepts in an attempt to create 
learning organizations and self-managed teams, with less successful results (Houchin 
& MacLean 2005; Ortegón-Monroy 2003). These studies question whether an 
organization that is brought to the edge of chaos will self-organize and emerge as an 
empowered and integrated organization.  
Houchin & MacLean (2005) undertook a four-year ethnographic study of a public sector 
organization which was going through a specific change process to empower staff and 
become more flexible. Programs were instituted to promote this new way of working, 
including a change in organizational structure, an emphasis on cultural change, the 
development of management competencies, and a management development 
program. These initiatives did not, however, lead to the desired changes. The 
organizational structure remained largely hierarchical, there was a continued emphasis 
on traditional professional specializations, rather than a flexible workforce, and 
increasingly restricted, rather than empowered, managers.  
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The research suggested that the anxiety individuals experienced as they went through 
change worked against creating the anticipated positive outcomes. People acted in 
ways to maintain a sense of control, and attempted to avoid conflict, both of which 
reduced connectivity. Houchin & MacLean (2005) discovered that these changes 
created instability, rather than resulting in a new and more flexible form of order. Very 
little change occurred, and the negative responses to change caused the social system 
to maintain its previous hierarchical order. Their conclusion was that complexity theory 
has to be informed by understanding social dynamics, and that characteristics such as 
defensiveness, the desire for control, and inertia are often features of organizational 
behaviour which work against positive change. Vince (2001) notes that part of a 
manager‘s role is to manage learning which involves dealing with anxiety at work. 
A study by Ortegón-Monroy (2003) explored the implications in practice when the 
Managing Director and Human Resources Team attempted to apply complexity theory 
ideas to assist Humberside Training and Enterprise Council in becoming a learning 
organization. As one of a self-managed team of consultants in the Investors in People 
Directorate, she used in-depth interviewing and applied the themes that emerged to 
test Stacey‘s account of chaos and complexity theory, concluding that the theory is not 
theoretically coherent enough to be applied in organizational practice. Some of the 
inconsistencies noted were: 
 The Managing Director experienced the dilemma of wanting to eliminate a 
command and control approach to managing, requesting others to work as a self-
managing team 
 Encouraging self-management and the emergence of new initiatives in response to 
the changing environment, whilst imposing a learning organization schema, 
hindered pluralist perspectives 
 Although a social-constructivist view was advocated, with individuals co-
constructing their world as they interacted, the reality was that organizational 
structure and control from the top dominated. 
...the experience of the self-managed team members confirms that the freedom to design 
their job to learn and develop new initiatives is severely constrained by a structure and 
series of controls that render them powerless and which support the organization‘s 
strategy to improve its performance in the region. Consequently, learning is seen as 
instrumental within an approach where adapting to the environment is more important 
and not emancipation (Ortegón-Monroy 2003, p. 394).  
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Ortegon-Monroy (2003, pp. 395-6) attributed the failings in this case partly to the 
Managing Director, who described his role as ‗to explore the environment; share 
feedback; clear pathways; support people and bugger things up.‘ The self-managed 
team described him as ―mechanistic‖ and not clearly sharing his vision or his notion of 
improvement. As complexity theory was still a theory under construction, it was not 
surprising that those attempting to apply the theory to management practice discovered 
flaws. These studies show the interest in applying complexity theory to organizational 
change processes, but acknowledge that research is required in this emerging field to 
better understand its contribution to practice. McElroy suggests that: 
One of the key lessons from complexity theory is that visions of managing self-organizing 
systems are illusory....the best we can ever hope to achieve in encouraging innovation is 
to manage the surrounding conditions – the innovation climate, if you will (McElroy 2002, 
p. 37). 
2.5 Organizational Learning and the Learning 
Organization  
The fields of organizational learning and the learning organization were also explored 
to understand how to facilitate learning and sharing to enhance effectiveness. Whilst 
knowledge management is described as applying knowledge to achieve organizational 
goals, learning is the process of generating that knowledge (Gray & Meister 2003). 
2.5.1 Definitions of organizational learning and the learning 
organization 
Easterby-Smith and Lyles (2003, p. 2) define organizational learning as the ‗study of 
the learning processes of and within organizations‘, whereas the learning organization 
is an organization that is good at learning, and that contributes to success. Senge, who 
popularized the concept of the learning organization in The Fifth Discipline (1990), 
defines it as a place where: 
 …people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where 
new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspiration is set 
free, and where people are continually learning how to learn together (Senge 1990, p. 3). 
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The premise of the learning organization is that there are five key disciplines that will 
build learning capability. They are: 
 Personal mastery - clarifying what is important to us 
 Mental models – reflecting on how our own ways of viewing the world shape our 
actions 
 Shared vision – building a commitment to create a desirable future 
 Team learning – learning how to have deeper conversations 
 Systems thinking – seeing relationships that create patterns (Senge 1991) 
In their article ‗Fads, fashions, and the fluidity of knowledge‘, Calhoun et al. (2011) 
explore criticism about the learning organization and suggest that the field of 
knowledge management may have overtaken this idea. Coopey (1995) suggests that 
power and politics are overlooked in the utopian vision of the learning organization, and 
suggests that the notion of distributed power is unlikely in practice in times of 
turbulence and change. Flood (1999) suggests there are limitations in Senge‘s 
application of systems thinking. In Senge‘s later writings he suggests that learning 
capabilities are the starting point only to any change strategy, and acknowledges that 
there are a myriad of challenges in bringing about organizational change (Senge et al. 
2007). His collaborative work The Dance of Change (Senge et al. 1999) offers practical 
suggestions on how to use the five learning disciplines, maintaining that the underlying 
capabilities that lead to successful change are orienting others to build a truly desired 
future; being able to have honest, reflective conversations that build understanding and 
sustain movement towards joint action; being able to understand complexity; and the 
ability to recognize patterns of interdependency and consequences of actions. 
Ulrich and Smallwood (2004) describe the learning organization as generating ideas 
that transfer actions across boundaries and have substantial impact. They describe 
strategies to promote individual, team and organizational learning, noting that the 
process of auditing how learning occurs is as important as generating ideas. Asking the 
following questions will help to facilitate the learning process: 
 How clear are we as a team about our purpose and direction? 
 How effectively do we make decisions as a team? 
 How are our interpersonal relationships? 
 How effective are we at capturing important learning that has occurred? (Ulrich & 
Smallwood 2004, p. 71) 
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Garvin (2000, pp. 13-4) uses a set of questions to determine whether an organization 
can be considered a learning organization, noting that many, including universities, do 
not pass the test: 
 Does the organization have a defined learning agenda?  
 Is the organization open to discordant information?  
 Does the organization avoid repeated mistakes?  
 Does the organization lose critical knowledge when key people leave?  
 Does the organization act on what it knows? 
 
This implies that the term ‗learning organization‘ cannot be applied to any organization 
that engages in learning or produces knowledge. Rather, specific criteria exist to wear 
that mantle, with learning requiring action that comes from reflection. 
2.5.2 How learning occurs 
So how does this kind of learning occur? Chiva and Alegre (2005) describe two main 
approaches in the Organizational Learning (OL) and Organizational Knowledge (OK) 
literature: one is a cognitive perspective, based on psychology and individual learning, 
and the other is a social perspective, based on sociology and social learning. In the 
latter, organizational learning and organizational knowledge (or ―knowing‖) can both be 
perceived as socially constructed, where the emphasis is placed on process. Learning 
is viewed as the development of ‗situated identities based on participation in a 
community of practice‘ (Chiva & Alegre 2005, p. 55), and knowledge is a creating act 
(Cook & Brown 1999; Easterby-Smith, Araujo & Burgoyne 1999; Lave & Wenger 1991; 
Polanyi 1966). 
From the social-process perspective, OL and OK are similar (given that the latter is a 
process, not a resource), and signify the social construction of beliefs and shared 
meanings, where social context, cultural artefacts, collective group actions and 
participation play an essential role. Learning is not understood as a way of knowing the 
world, but as a way of being in the world (Gherardi 1999, p. 62). 
 
The increasing interest in the process of how people work together to share what they 
know, particularly tacit knowledge, has initiated discussions amongst the research 
community on the links between knowledge management and organizational learning. 
Edvinsson (2006), the originator of measuring intellectual capital, describes the need to 
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harness social intelligence to achieve business sustainability. Conner (2004) 
emphasizes the value of facilitating informal learning in organizations, noting that 70 
per cent of learning experiences in the workplace are informal or accidental. To 
promote and nurture such learning, some strategies are: 
 Understand your own and others‘ individual learning styles  
 Invite others to share lessons learned, through collecting and posting stories, 
create comfortable spaces at work, ask and offer help, talk about good practice 
 Find opportunities to disseminate information, such as creating FAQs  
 Nurture learning through reflection, and track how people have learned 
 Integrate informal learning with formal structures 
 Make learning an explicit goal 
McElroy (2002, p. 31) also stresses the need to value social innovation capital (SIC) as 
an integral contributor to facilitating knowledge transfer and development of new 
knowledge, which requires trust, reciprocity and shared values. Social capital theory is 
a view of social networking that  ‗maintains that actors should be linked as much as 
possible, so as to increase their social capital, which is defined as the set of social 
resources embedded in relationships‘  (Van Wijk, Van Den Bosch & Volberda 2003, p. 
433). Facilitating the development of relationships is therefore an integral part of social 
learning.  
Another way to facilitate learning is by sharing stories of practice (Allee 2003; Canner & 
Katzenbach 2004; Conner 2004; Denning 2001; McElroy 2002). Denning (2001, p. 51) 
notes that stories are full of ‗complex and multifaceted possibilities, dynamics and full of 
unexpected change‘, and therefore they often provide a richer avenue for learning. Of 
storytelling, Allee says; 
People learn best when they get to do something and then talk about it, telling the story of 
what they just did, so that what they ―learned‖ becomes a new story, a new language. 
People know learning took place because they themselves told something new and 
insightful – for them (Allee 2003, pp. 135-6). 
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2.6 Flow 
I was interested to explore the concept of ―flow‖ as it relates to effortlessly learning and 
sharing knowledge in an engaging way to create remarkable outcomes. 
2.6.1 Concept of flow 
Csikszentmihalyi created the concept of ―flow‖ (1988).  He noted one is more likely to 
experience flow at work than at home, when one is challenged to draw on one‘s skills, 
and has a high level of concentration. He applied this concept to considering the kind of 
shared leadership required to facilitate self-managed teams that enhance creativity and 
innovation (Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi 2003). In their ICAS model, Bennet and Bennet 
(2004) also acknowledge the concept of flow as an enabler to knowledge sharing. 
Ichijo and Nonaka (2007) discuss the importance of knowledge flow particularly for new 
product development, noting that it relies on a network of relationships and a high 
degree of social capital. So what is flow?  
The eight conditions for flow (Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi 2003) are described as: 
 Clear goals 
 Immediate and clear feedback so one can quickly modify one‘s actions  
 Appropriate challenges to skills 
 Intense concentration on the present moment 
 Sense of control/certainty; no fear of failure 
 Absence of self-consciousness 
 Forget about time 
 Activity is ―autotelic‖ – there are self-imposed goals with intrinsic rewards  
2.6.2 Facilitating flow in the workplace 
Csikszentmihalyi (2003) noted that while one can‘t influence someone to enter a state 
of flow, one can create the conditions to enhance the opportunity of flow occurring. 
Hooker and Csikszentmihalyi (2003) provide the example of how the head of an 
astrophysics lab facilitated shared leadership by empowering those working for him to 
make decisions, based on trust in their competence. He believes that the workplace will 
promote flow and creativity if it provides the following six conditions: 
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1. ‘value excellence in performance‘ – each person wants to do and is encouraged to 
do their best and is recognized and rewarded 
2. ‘clear goals’ –  short and long term goals are set and employees can decide how to 
reach them, promoting creativity 
3. ‘constant and timely feedback’ – provided by their manager with the idea that 
individuals would learn how to independently rate themselves 
4. ‗matching of challenges and skills‘ – to avoid frustration or boredom 
5. ‘decrease distractions’ – so that there are minimal barriers to creativity, enjoyment, 
concentration  
6. ‘freedom and control’ – enable all who are involved to have a say (Hooker & 
Csikszentmihalyi 2003, pp. 230-1) 
  
An external consultant or facilitator can enable knowledge flow by helping people share 
their expertise and solve problems face-to-face (Canner & Katzenbach 2004; Leistner 
2010; Saint-Onge & Wallace 2006). Leistner (2010, p. 41), suggests that external 
consulting support is valuable to ‗bring validity to the task‘ of enhancing knowledge 
flow, which is often a change management initiative. In addition, the consultant can 
potentially manage political issues, and bring a fresh perspective that is devoid of 
organizational ―baggage‖. He notes that knowledge flow initiatives require strong 
internal support to be embedded and sustained over time. One of the questions to ask 
in setting up an initiative is how it can be sustained, recognising that such projects 
often take many years to be integrated into practice.  
In the discussion on the role of leadership in communities of practice with Saint Onge, 
Parden and Wallace (Saint-Onge & Wallace 2006), there is agreement that a skilled 
facilitator, rather than a leader, who asks questions conducive to learning will improve 
interaction. Moreover, they maintain that it is sometimes best to appoint a facilitator 
from outside the community to surface tacit knowledge. A good facilitator is described 
as one who: 
…joins in the search for demanding questions, but does not know the answers. The role 
involves constant awareness of both verbal and non-verbal contributions, and fine 
judgements as to the timing and wording of reactions and suggestions (Bolton 2005, p. 
194). 
 
An important skill of facilitating a community of practice or knowledge network is setting 
a climate that enables others to socialize, nurtures honest and open communication, 
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draws on the wisdom of the members as practitioners and encourages others to take 
responsibility for action (Plaskoff 2011).  
2.7 Organizational consulting and research skills and 
practice 
Whilst one outcome from this literature review is a ‗Model of conditions that enable 
knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3, p.59) another critical enquiry was how to foster these 
conditions, and implement a knowledge flow project. As a consultant/researcher, I 
wanted to learn about effective consulting practices that would facilitate workplace 
knowledge flow.  As a collaborative research project, I wanted to explore the possible 
overlap between consulting, facilitation and action research capabilities. 
2.7.1 Consulting, research and facilitation capabilities 
Block describes a consultant as ‗a person in a position to have some influence over an 
individual, a group, or an organization, but who has no direct power to make changes 
or implement programs‘ (2000, p. 2). He maintains that effective consulting requires 
authenticity, attending to the stages of the consulting process, and sufficient knowledge 
or expertise to address the problem. According to Schein (1999), there are three ways 
that consultants can work – as an expert, ―a pair of hands‖ or a collaborator. As an 
expert, the consultant‘s task is to solve the problem, with limited collaboration. In the 
―pair of hands‖ role, the client dictates what to do and often how to do it and the 
consultant tends to play a passive role. In the third role, that of collaborator, the 
consultant draws on the employees‘ understanding of their organizational culture to 
jointly solve an organizational problem. The client/collaborators are actively involved in 
data gathering and analysis, goal setting and action planning, and share responsibility 
for the project‘s success or failure. Block‘s consulting model is similar to this third way 
of working, involving clients in all stages of the consulting process (2000).  The 
emphasis is on developing relationships, gaining commitment and engendering 
accountability; the ‗art of engagement‘ (Block 2000, p. xviii).  
The importance of the consulting process is emphasized by Schein (1999), who 
maintains that a consultant‘s effectiveness lies in developing a helping relationship with 
the client, based on the principles of assisting the client to diagnose and own the 
problem, and helping them to find a solution that fits their circumstances. In his view 
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this requires a move away from the traditional mode of expert/advice-giver/fixer, 
working with the client so they can identify the issues requiring attention, decide how to 
deal with them, and apply their learning to other situations. Schein (1999) notes the 
importance of engaging the client who understands what will and will not work in their 
organization. Without such a joint process, ideas are likely to be rejected. 
Schein cautions that if the consultant switches from this mode of operating to the 
―expert‖ role, on the basis that the client appears to need information or advice, then 
there is a likelihood of encouraging dependence and the ‗problem‘ is likely to return to 
the consultant to solve (Schein 1999). The client, however, needs an ―expert‖, ―doctor‖ 
and process consultant at different times, and the consultant‘s task is to understand 
which is required and when. Becoming an effective helper, therefore, requires not only 
good intentions and motivation, but also an understanding of organizational dynamics. 
A combination of formal knowledge, skill and tacit know-how are important ingredients 
in consulting. 
Block (2000) differentiates between the role of consultant and researcher. He suggests 
that a researcher is interested in all facets of the problem, whereas the consultant is 
mainly interested in what is within the client‘s control to change. Research can be done 
without the client‘s involvement, but an effective consulting project cannot. There is a 
greater focus on objectivity in research, whereas consultants are paid to use their 
judgment. Block‘s {, 2000 #235} view is that a researcher is essentially neutral toward 
the client and outcomes, whereas the consultant is motivated to facilitate a positive 
outcome that will improve the organization. This resembles an action research 
approach.  
Facilitation skills are integral to effective consulting and to action research, which 
requires enabling meaningful conversations that will result in others taking action to 
improve practice. Ottosson notes: 
...in short, the dialogue is the focus of action research. It is the social space where the 
action takes place, where the knowledge is generated and where the relationship 
between theory and practice is managed... (Ottosson 2003, p. 93). 
   
A facilitator needs to attend to both the content (e.g. the group‘s goals, decisions, 
plans) and the process used to achieve these goals, which includes the group 
structure, leadership and functioning (Dick 1991).  Dick describes the subtleties 
   39 
involved in attending to the group, such as recognizing energy levels, surfacing 
potential tensions, dealing with feelings, and ensuring all relevant information is 
gathered, by addressing underlying issues. Asking questions, identifying and 
challenging beliefs and assumptions, modelling reflection and encouraging dialogue to 
help individuals and teams develop new knowledge, insights, skills and appreciation 
are challenges for the facilitator (Preskill & Torres 1999). Coghlan and Brannick (2005, 
p. 39) describe the critical ability to ‗combine advocacy with inquiry‘, that is to open 
one‘s own inferences, opinions and views to testing and critique. 
As discussed earlier, Schön (1991) developed the concept of the ―reflective 
practitioner‖, and distinguishes between this role and that of the expert, noting that, 
whereas the expert claims knowledge despite their own uncertainty, the reflective 
practitioner embraces uncertainty as an opportunity for enhanced learning. Schein‘s 
description of process consultation builds on this notion of needing to ‗access our 
ignorance‘ because we are ‗so filled with preconceptions, defenses, tacit assumptions, 
hypotheses, stereotypes, and expectations‘ (Schein 1999, p. 11). This requires actively 
searching for the current reality by drawing on the experience of those in the 
organization. 
2.7.2 Role of practitioners and action research 
In summary, the collaborative consultant/facilitator/researcher/reflective practitioner 
develops workable solutions by engaging with those most affected by the problem. 
Senge et al. (2005, p. 14) discuss the process of being present with others, defined as 
deep listening and letting go of control to lead to a state of ‗letting come‘, or a new way 
of being. The valuable role of practitioners in organizational enquiry is explored by 
Argyris and Schön (1996). Practitioners are not ‗passive recipients of expertise‘ from 
researchers, but are also inquirers who want to know how to make organizations more 
effective. They discuss the criticality of ‗double-loop learning‘ to address organizational 
problems, uncover ‗undiscussables‘, and test assumptions to facilitate learning: 
When we define organizational learning in terms of the inquiry practitioners carry out 
within an organizational setting, we point towards what they and academic researchers 
have in common: both are inquirers, concerned with detecting and correcting errors, 
making sense of confusing and conflictual problematic situations (Argyris & Schön 1996, 
p. 34). 
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This partnership approach between researcher and practitioner is a cornerstone to 
action research. Reason and Bradbury (2006) describe the three levels of action 
research, which are relevant to this project. They describe the first person level as: 
... the ability of the researcher to foster an inquiring approach to his or her own life, to act 
awarely and choicefully, and to assess effects in the outside world while acting (Reason 
& Bradbury 2006, p. xxv). 
 
The second person level is the process of enquiring with others into issues of concern 
to both. This can include developing communities of practice and learning 
organizations, and is based on an understanding that solving problems requires 
accessing the knowledge of those who have a close connection to the work itself. This 
requires recognizing the limitations of one‘s own knowledge (Bolton 2005; Schein 
1999; Schön 1991)   Bolton describes the complexities of working with others to 
understand how they work together, noting that it is not an objective process: 
An effective reflective practitioner attempts to understand the heart of their practice. 
Understandings gained in this way, however, are always partial; the deeper the enquiry, 
the enquirer realises the less they know and understand: the more you know, the more 
you know you don’t know (Bolton 2005, p. 15). 
 
The creation and transfer of knowledge between practitioners and academics is 
explored by Rynes et al. (2001), who suggest that practitioners contribute to research 
quality in subtle ways. For example, they may challenge the lead researcher‘s 
tendency to interpret results primarily in light of previous theory, providing alternative 
explanations. They may also expose tacit assumptions about how the project was 
‗supposed‘ to operate, and  ‗open the way for more diverse contributions by a larger 
number of people‘  (Rynes, Bartunek & Daft 2001, p. 345). They discuss the 
importance of developing good social relations by creating a climate of trust, joint 
sense-making, and having good conflict resolution procedures in place. 
The third level is extending the enquiry to the wider community, as in the act of writing 
a thesis, thereby making the learning available to others. An action research project, 
therefore, includes the skills of facilitator, researcher, and consultant. All require good 
listening, relationship development, enquiry, a genuine interest in others, observation 
and reflection, and the ability to manage a process to enable effective decision-making 
that arrives at positive outcomes.  
   41 
Edmondson and Moingeon (1999) describe the importance of trust in the researcher. 
Based on an evaluation of Argyris‘ work in intervention research, they note that the 
practitioner must believe in the researcher‘s capabilities and motivations to help their 
organization. Once competence is proven, trust is likely to increase. However, they 
caution that ‗excessive dependence on [the] researcher can inhibit taking responsibility 
for [their] own learning‘ (Edmondson & Moingeon 1999, p. 172). That is, blind trust can 
result in not challenging the researcher and limiting learning.  
2.7.3 Reflective practice 
As noted, a critical competency in promoting learning, and also in action research, is 
that of reflective practice and reflexivity. Bolton (2005) asserts that both involve taking 
responsibility for one‘s thoughts, feelings and actions, challenging what one sees and 
being prepared to ‗stay with uncertainty, unpredictability, questioning’ (p.2). Reflective 
practice is defined as examining our and others‘ perceptions of events, and allowing 
our work to be scrutinized, with the aim of improving how we do things. Whereas being 
reflexive is standing back from self and re-examining one‘s own actions, and 
considering changing deeply held ways of being (Bolton 2005). 
Reflection-in-action is described by Schön as naming and framing a problem that we 
can then solve and ‗seeking to understand the situation and then change it‘ (Schön 
1991, p. 134). He outlines the value of reflection to the practitioner: 
Through reflection, he can surface and criticize the tacit understandings that have grown 
up around the repetitive experiences of specialized practice, and can make new sense of 
the situations of uncertainty or uniqueness which he may allow himself to experience 
(Schön 1991, p. 61). 
 
This suggests a willingness to experiment and try new ways of behaving, and then 
reflect on the efficacy of those new behaviours. Reflection is a way to understand our 
experience (Preskill & Torres 1999), including organizational context.  Vince (2002) 
notes that communities of practice provide an opportunity to actively reflect on 
organizational power and politics, enabling peers to question individual, group and 
organizational relations and consider how to improve relations or promote democracy. 
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2.8 Barriers to knowledge flow and learning 
Given my interest was in facilitating knowledge flow, I was keen to understand what the 
literature says about some of the potential obstacles to knowledge flow and learning. 
Garvin (2000) suggests that a myriad of learning disabilities can get in the way, such as 
limiting the pool of information we draw on, making poor judgments in our 
interpretations, and not changing behaviour. Plaskoff (2011) concurs, noting that 
removing obstacles can assist, contending that people are naturally inclined to want to 
learn and share: 
Building communities, and organizational learning for that matter, is more about removing 
barriers instituted by the organization that prohibit employees‘ natural tendencies to 
socially construct knowledge, negotiate meaning, and internalize cultural enablers, rather 
than creating specialized learning programs or processes to codify and distribute all 
organizational knowledge. Communities are one step toward allowing people to interact 
naturally (Plaskoff 2011, p. 220). 
 
If instead of knowledge management we were to refer to human knowledge, Wheatley 
(2004b, p. 59) states that our attention would be focused on how organizations can 
provide support, encourage the development of relationships, and provide time and 
space for individuals to reflect.  Cross et al. (2001) agree that time and space is 
required for relationships to develop so that people feel safe to have exchanges. 
Wheatley describes the need to create spaces to encourage informal conversations, 
mental spaces to encourage reflection, and learning spaces to encourage journal 
writing and other reflective thought processes.  
We have to face the difficult fact that until we claim time for reflection, until we make 
space for thinking, we won‘t be able to generate knowledge or to know what knowledge 
we already possess. We can‘t argue with the demands of knowledge creation: it requires 
time to develop. It matures inside human relationships, which are always messy and 
inherently uncontrollable. .. We must recognize that knowledge is everywhere in the 
organization, but we won‘t have access to it until, and only when, we create work that is 
meaningful, leaders that are trustworthy, and organizations that foster everyone‘s 
contribution and support by giving staff time to think and reflect together  (Wheatley 
2004b, pp. 62-3). 
 
Canner et al. (2004) note that in many cases knowledge cannot be managed through 
systems, which do not allow for judgement. Rather, creating the infrastructure for face-
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to-face exchanges of expertise to transfer knowledge, such as physical spaces, 
networks, trade fairs, talk rooms, opportunities for story-telling and conferences, is 
important (Canner & Katzenbach 2004; Davenport & Prusak 2000; Lin, Tan & Chang 
2008; Lissack 2000). Senge et al., in discussing the complexity of change, lament that, 
‗Although it sounds simple, free space to simply explore what emerges is virtually non-
existent for today‘s busy managers‘ (Senge et al. 2007). 
A 1997 study by Bullinger et al. at the Fraunhofer Institute1 asked people from 400 
organizations about barriers to knowledge management (Bullinger et al. 1998; Leistner 
2010). The item at the top of the list was ―lack of time‖. Leistner argues that lack of time 
is really a lack of priority, and that setting clear goals that value leveraging knowledge, 
as well as management leading by example, are both ways to address this barrier. 
Other barriers noted were lack of awareness that knowledge sharing is part of the job, 
underestimating the value of your knowledge to others, and recognising that knowledge 
sharing requires effort. There is a need to find the best ‗effort-to-result ratio‘, so that 
costs are minimised, but results are maximised (Leistner 2010, p. 99). 
A study of knowledge flow barriers amongst physicians in healthcare organizations in 
Taiwan (Lin, Tan & Chang 2008), identified five barriers: barriers at the source, in terms 
of a desire to retain power and perceived advantage; barriers in integrating knowledge; 
difficulties in transferring some kinds of knowledge, contextual barriers, and lack of 
mechanisms to support sharing and learning. Their results suggested that these 
barriers are inter-related, and that providing a suitable physical and mental space to 
share ideas encourages knowledge flow. The importance of devoting time to develop 
learning capabilities is also stressed by Senge et al., who suggest that successful 
learning initiatives require active engagement in reflection, collaborative activities, and 
using systems thinking. Without dedicated time ‗profound change cannot occur, even if 
there is strong interest‘ (Senge et al. 1999, p. 67). 
Similar to Leistner, Effron (2004) lists reasons why knowledge management often 
doesn‘t work, including lack of accountability, lack of incentive to share, and the 
difficulty of proving return on investment as benefits are often anecdotal. He adds that 
important knowledge is not stored in a database. Rather, retaining experts, getting 
                                               
1
 Original in German, which is why a secondary source has been cited. 
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them to share their knowledge face-to-face, and having systems, such as an 
apprenticeship model to increase skills and person-to-person contact, is required.  
Argote and Ingram (2000) discuss the importance of, yet difficulties in, knowledge 
transfer within organizations, commenting that one factor influencing the problem of 
transfer across groups is how staff members identify themselves. If they describe 
themselves as members of the organization, there is a greater chance of knowledge 
transfer, as opposed to describing themselves as members of a particular work group. 
Brown and Duguid (2001) agree that the social context of an organization, such as how 
individuals identify with their business/colleagues, how they learn together, how they 
develop shared practices, and their networks, can all help knowledge to ―stick‖ within 
an organization. 
Internal „stickiness‟ is the ability to transfer capabilities within the organization, and 
thereby replicate best practice, which is the conversion of knowledge into 
institutionalized routines (Szulanski 1996). The Szulanski study analysed best practice 
transfers in eight companies, and showed that three major barriers are the recipient‘s 
inability to apply new knowledge; ambiguity in replicating a capability, often brought 
about by lack of transference to a different context; and a difficult relationship between 
the giver and the receiver. Szulanski suggests that rather than assuming greater 
motivation will enhance knowledge transfer, a better practice would be to ‗develop the 
learning capacities of organizational units, foster closer relationships between 
organizational units, and systematically understand and communicate practices‘ 
(Szulanski 1996, p. 37). Brown and Duguid (2001) concur, noting that the challenge for 
organizations is coordinating knowledge across organizational divisions, where there 
are fewer natural connections or routines. Employees who have worked in different 
parts of a business can act as ―boundary spanners‖ (Awazu 2004; Cross & Parker 
2004), often acting as informal translators and making important connections that allow 
knowledge to spread and be widely integrated. 
While ―stickiness‖ is the problem of embedding knowledge in practice so it is shared, 
minimising risk, “leakiness” is potentially losing people with expertise (Brown & 
Duguid 2001). At a simple level, this is the risk of losing people who may have unique 
expertise, networks or knowledge that maintain competitive advantage, which are hard 
to replace and/or take time to develop (Liebeskind 1996). Some forms of knowledge 
can be protected by legal mechanisms, such as patents and copyrights. For tacit 
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knowledge that resides in people‘s heads, strategies are providing incentives to keep 
employees longer, engaging experts in sharing their knowledge in face-to-face forums, 
creating employment contracts that contain confidentially or non-disclosure clauses, or 
designing a job so that the knowledge is dispersed (Effron 2004; Liebeskind 1996). 
Unlike the unsuccessful change initiative at Humberside, where the Managing Director 
saw his role in creating a learning organization as actively interfering, McElroy sees 
innovation as self-organizing. The role of managers is to provide the policies and 
conditions to enable innovation and then ‗get out of the way‘ (McElroy 2002, p. 37). A 
paradox emerging from the theory of the learning organization is that leaders create the 
overarching vision aligned with their personal values, and strive to turn this into a 
shared vision, whilst simultaneously advocating a strong team orientation. Caldwell 
(2012) expresses concern about the lack of attention to issues of practice and power in 
the learning organization model. These issues are explored in more depth in social 
learning theory. 
Politics and power relations feature in social learning theory literature. If relationships 
get in the way, or are not well managed, learning can be impeded (Brandi & Elkjaer 
2011; Stacey 2003c; Vince 2001). Vince acknowledges the importance of the political 
perspective and the role of employee emotions in understanding learning in 
organizations (2001). He provides a case study of a change initiative in a large UK 
utilities/infrastructure company that illustrates the difference between how learning is 
viewed by managers in theory, and the practical implementation of learning as 
influenced by employee emotions and power relations. In this case the organization 
was experiencing considerable change, and looked to theories of organizational 
learning and the learning organization to assist. One initiative was ‗Create our New 
Company‘, which encouraged empowering employees to build a collective cultural 
identity for the newly merged organization. He notes that: 
Organizational learning is not only represented in the ability of individuals in an 
organization to have an impact on the ideas and practices that characterize the 
organization. Organizational learning is demonstrated through the ability of an 
organization to transform the self-limiting establishment that has developed (deliberately, 
through its history, through habit, by default, through the very action of organizing) (Vince 
2001, p. 1343). 
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In a similar article on the same case study, Vince describes how the newly 
‗empowered‘ staff faced entrenched power relations that impeded the success of their 
initiatives (2002). This pseudo collaborative process had a negative impact, increasing 
cynicism and disappointment, rather than helping to bring about positive change. 
Coopey (1995) is highly sceptical of the treatment of power and politics in a construct 
such as the learning organization, suggesting that power is likely to continue to reside 
with those in positions of authority. 
Vince (2002) explores reflection as an organizing practice to create and sustain 
organizational learning and change, as does Senge when he describes the discipline of 
mental models (1990). Conflicting interests and controversies all provide fertile ground 
for organizational change, according to Patriotta, who suggests ‗challenging 
established organizational arrangements and engaging organizational actors in 
processes of collective enquiry about the world they live in‘ (2003, p. 205). 
Critical reflective practice is described by Vince as social rather than individual, and 
includes collectively questioning assumptions, attending to power relations and seeking 
a democratic means of managing and organizing.  In this case the managers were 
unable to engage in critical reflective practice because their focus was on producing 
results under great pressure. Vince (2002) notes that the absence of critical 
reflective practice can result in entrenched organizational dynamics, where senior 
managers espouse collegiality but are very controlling in practice. In addition, 
developing and sustaining initiatives in the context of existing power relations is 
challenging, especially when senior managers feel as if they are objects in a political 
game, rather than an empowered part of a democratic process.  
2.9 Research gaps 
In The Blackwell Handbook of Organizational Learning and Knowledge Management, 
Lyles and Easterby-Smith (2003, p. 646) discuss experts‘ views on useful future 
research (Figure 2 represents the major themes). Other challenges are improving 
methods for measuring learning processes and knowledge, and evaluating the benefits 
of learning to organizational performance, as the outcomes of learning are often 
delayed (Lyles & Easterby-Smith 2003).  
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In the second edition of the Handbook, the editors‘ note that although there is evidence 
that organizational learning can enhance a firm‘s performance, this is not always the 
case (Easterby-Smith & Lyles 2011a). The conundrum is understanding which 
variables are most important, and under what conditions. Also, although there is a 
relationship between learning and use of knowledge, it is not clear what the key 
influences are. They conclude that these research areas will continue to be a priority.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2.10 Conditions that enable knowledge flow 
2.10.1 Research on effective knowledge flow in organizations 
Enabling knowledge flow is dependent on a suite of workplace conditions. Past reports 
suggest a high failure rate of knowledge transfer, with only 10% of organizations 
succeeding in making it part of their culture (Koudsi 2000). A more recent survey of 84 
Figure 2: Map of future research areas (Lyles & Easterby-Smith 2003, p.646) 
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organizations by the American Productivity and Quality Center suggests that half had 
integrated knowledge management into critical business processes, with after-action 
reviews and communities of practice a common approach (Trees 2011). The following 
literature describes the specific conditions that are considered to support the flow of 
knowledge, leading to the development of my own model.  
A survey of human resources professionals from 222 organizations in a range of 
industries (McCann III & Buckner 2004) attempted to explore not only the dimensions 
of effective knowledge management, but also the barriers to achieving improved 
practices. They found that the organizations that were the highest performers (from 
their own historical financial data): assessed intellectual capital and viewed it as an 
asset to be actively managed; had cultures that supported sharing of knowledge; were 
good at learning from mistakes and successes; rewarded knowledge creation, 
application, and sharing; and retained knowledge workers. They recommended putting 
knowledge management on the strategic agenda and promoting a culture, policies and 
practices that empower learning and sharing.  
Davenport and Prusak acknowledge that while one needs technology to aid knowledge 
transfer in large global companies, ‗the values, norms, and behaviours that make up a 
company‘s culture are the principal determinants of how successfully important 
knowledge is transferred‘ (2000, p. 96). To establish this culture they recommend: 
 building relationships and trust through face-to-face contact 
 creating common ground through discussion 
 organizing times and places for knowledge exchange 
 providing incentives based on sharing 
 educating employees to be flexible and providing time for learning 
 hiring for openness to ideas 
 encouraging a non-hierarchical approach to knowledge and  
 rewarding creative effort and collaboration.  
From their review of 31 knowledge-management projects in 21 different firms they 
found nine factors that led to success:  
 A knowledge-oriented culture 
 Technical and organizational infrastructure 
 Senior management support 
 A link to economics or industry value 
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 A modicum of process orientation 
 Clarity of vision and language 
 Nontrivial motivational aids 
 Some level of knowledge structure 
 Multiple channels for knowledge transfer (Davenport & Prusak 2000, p. 153) 
In summary, a culture that was knowledge-friendly, bright and curious employees who 
were free to explore, support for knowledge-creating activities, and the absence of any 
negative repercussions for knowledge sharing were all important. 
In a broad review of the literature, Cummings and Teng (2006) provide an assessment 
of the three kinds of activities that an organization engage in to be successful at 
knowledge-sharing, emphasizing the importance of relationship issues and addressing 
potential barriers. Suggested activities are: 
 Assessing the explicitness and embeddedness of knowledge by understanding the 
nature of the knowledge to be shared – that is, do people know who knows what 
and who is good at what? 
 Ensuring that there are mechanisms in place to facilitate knowledge transfer, e.g. 
are there shared goals, norms, rules and appreciation of each party‘s value to the 
other, to counteract the potential negative effect of differences? 
 Facilitating organizational learning, such as interactions of people from different 
units and organizing group-based training. 
From these characteristics, and the literature on knowledge management, 
organizational learning and sharing, and how to create a state of flow, the following 
broad criteria appear to be most critical in order to engender knowledge flow: 
 A culture of trust and active interest in learning and sharing 
 Encouragement of social interaction and collaboration 
 Support for informal networks 
 Diverse capabilities, including required specialist expertise 
 Management sponsorship 
 Attention to institutionalizing knowledge 
Each will be examined in detail, before providing a model that encapsulates the cultural 
conditions that enable knowledge flow. 
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2.10.2 A culture of trust and active interest in learning and sharing 
Trust is a critical element that leads to greater knowledge sharing (Edmondson & 
Moingeon 1999; Mayer, Davis & Schoorman 1995; McElroy 2002). Davenport and 
Prusak note that: 
Without trust, knowledge initiatives will fail, regardless of how thoroughly they are 
supported by technology and rhetoric and even if the survival of the organization depends 
on effective knowledge transfer (1998, p. 34). 
 
Mayer et al. (1995) define trust as encompassing three attributes: benevolence, 
integrity and competence, and note that trust requires a willingness to be vulnerable 
and take risks. A study conducted by Levin and Cross (2004) based on survey 
responses from 127 staff in three organisations, a British Bank, an American 
pharmaceutical company and a Canadian oil and gas company, explored the 
relationship between tie strength, trust and improved project outcomes. They 
discovered that receivers of tacit knowledge required a high degree of trust in the 
competence of the source to value their knowledge. They also confirmed earlier studies 
that trusted weak ties were more important than trusted strong ties in receiving 
knowledge, because of their ability to provide non-redundant information.  Lang (2004) 
notes that trust, common contexts, habits and culture enhance the ability to interpret 
and absorb tacit knowledge. Herschel and Jones (2005) agree that a culture of trust 
and willingness to share knowledge and solve company problems is a key criteria for 
effective knowledge sharing, which is reinforced by Drummond-Hay and Saidel, who 
promote active encouragement of collaboration: 
People who are open with each other and share knowledge should be differentially 
rewarded over those who do not share. Furthermore, frequent social interaction and 
cross-team assignments will further encourage the social connections that enhance trust 
and engender sharing (Drummond-Hay & Saidel 2004, pp. 296-7). 
 
There are three ways that trust must be established for knowledge transfer to occur: 
 Trust must be visible – see it happening, get credit 
 The internal knowledge market must be trustworthy 
 Trustworthiness must start at the top and flow down (Davenport & Prusak 2000) 
The central role of trust in encouraging people to changing behaviour a work is 
discussed by Edmondson and Moingeon (1999). They note that defensive routines 
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may prevent open feedback about activities that are not working, such as ineffective 
meetings, diminishing the opportunity for change. This requires changing the way 
people think and behave, by encouraging enquiry and minimizing defensiveness. As a 
consultant, Block (2000) notes the importance of authentic behaviour to build trust, 
which can then lead to implementation of actions. Strong relationships based on trust 
increases interest in cooperation (McElroy, Jorna & Engelen 2006; Osterloh & Frey 
2000). Davenport and Prusak (2000) suggest recruiting people who are open to others‘ 
ideas. Senge stresses the need for commitment and passion amongst the team, noting 
that ‗You can‘t cause other people‘s learning, although you may be able to help them 
realize there are things they really care about‘ (1991, p. 38) 
Von Krogh (1998) suggests that knowledge creation is a fragile process and requires 
enabling conditions such as attention to relationships and a culture of caring. Care 
gives rise to behaviours like trust, empathy, and helping others, all of which contribute 
to deeper organizational relationships, a greater propensity to share tacit knowledge, 
and a commitment to organizational objectives and to the team. Von Krogh describes 
this as ‗indwelling‘ (1998, p. 141). He draws on the example of Unilever‘s Culinary 
business, which established the Culinary Knowledge Initiative. Cultivating care was a 
critical factor to their success in maximizing the integration of knowledge from a range 
of former businesses. 
Cross and Parker (2004) offer ten actions for building trusting relationships, including: 
consistency in actions and words; frequent communication; establishing a shared 
vision and language; having a culture that allows one to be vulnerable and define the 
limits of their expertise, so others know what they don‘t know; establishing personal 
connections; sharing information, contacts or resources; helping others to refine their 
ideas by encouraging enquiry; making fair and transparent decisions and holding 
people accountable for being trustworthy. 
2.10.3 Encouragement of social interaction and collaboration 
We have established that face-to-face social interaction is critical for transferring tacit 
knowledge, with relationships augmenting the transfer of ‗fine-grain knowledge‘ and 
problem-solving (Lang 2004). Addleson et al. (2005) focus on coaching managers to 
hold conversations with their staff that will enable them to work together effectively, 
deepen the levels of connection to enhance collaboration, and improve accountability. 
This is based on a belief that ‗people actually organize around relationships – the white 
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spaces of the charts and maps‘ (Addleson, Brumburgh & Chawla 2005, p. 32). In a 
study of knowledge management in 25 small businesses (including cafes, drycleaners 
and management consultancies), De Souza and Awazu found that socialization was 
the predominant way that knowledge was transferred (2006). Using in-depth interviews 
and observations, they discovered that a strong shared knowledge base and a 
personalized approach promoted effective creation, sharing and transfer of knowledge. 
Effective knowledge sharing starts with fostering an environment that is free of 
unhealthy politics, and recognizing and rewarding teamwork (Drummond-Hay & Saidel 
2004; von Krogh 2003; Wheatley 2004b). Drummond-Hay & Saidel suggest that 
frequent social interaction and projects that draw on people from different teams will 
encourage the development of relationships that build trust and engender sharing. 
Senge et al. (1999) note that change can be facilitated by a pilot cross-functional team 
of open-minded pragmatists. They describe the example of Harley Davidson, where the 
language in meetings changed from ―this is the way it is‖ to ―this is the way I see it‖ 
(Senge et al. 1999, p. 45) . Another example is Zárraga and Garcia-Falcón‘s (2003) 
mixed-methods study, based on interviews and a survey, which describes the 
characteristics that teams should possess in order to create, transfer and integrate 
knowledge. The most effective work teams were those that functioned as a ‗community 
of practice‘ where tacit knowledge flowed easily, characterized by ‗multi-faceted 
dialogue‘ or a ‗cacophony of perspectives‘, a common language, and overlapping 
knowledge (Zárraga & Garcia-Falcón 2003, p. 84).   
2.10.4 Support for informal networks 
The inherent willingness to share with and learn from others in an informal way also 
needs to be nurtured.  Conner suggests: 
Although you cannot schedule informal learning, you can acknowledge, uncover, liberate, 
access, promote, jump-start, nurture, integrate, encourage, follow, and even celebrate it 
in an effort to foster a learning culture in all types and sizes of groups (Conner 2004, p. 
93). 
 
Informal networks are a way to increase understanding of and access to others‘ 
expertise. Lang noted that while formal organizational ties are instrumental and goal 
oriented, informal social ties allow meaningful sharing of knowledge (Lang 2004). 
Types of informal networks include knowledge networks, communities of interest and 
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communities of practice. Communities of interest do not have an explicit emphasis on 
learning or improving expertise, whereas communities of practice are emergent 
networks, and knowledge networks are a management-sponsored way of increasing 
knowledge. The three key elements of a community of practice are: a common 
knowledge domain, a relationship of mutual engagement between members, and a 
focus on sharing practices and resources (Wenger, McDermott & Snyder 2002). 
Wenger (1998, p. 80) notes that focus of the community of practice is ‗communally 
negotiated‘, rather than agreed by all. This involves learning through social 
participation, and allows those without extensive experience to learn from competent 
practitioners. Members self-select in a community of practice, and the group sustains 
itself through its passion and commitment to engage in an enquiry of common interest 
(Plaskoff 2011; Wenger & Snyder 2000). 
Communities of practice have many benefits at the business, group and individual 
levels. Similar to the notion of ―flow‖, Wenger et al. (2002) describe the state of 
―aliveness‖ that can result from being in a community of practice with others who share 
a common interest. They notes that the benefits for the business are faster problem-
solving, rapid diffusion of best practices, cross-fertilization of ideas, enhanced 
opportunity for innovation, reduced rework and improvement of core capabilities. For 
the group, the advantages are developing a common language, embedding knowledge 
and expertise in a wider group, increasing access to expertise, aiding retention of 
knowledge and increasing power-sharing and influence. For the individual, they can 
help people perform their jobs effectively, provide a sense of community and 
strengthen identity, assist in skill development, keep people up-to-date with current 
ideas, and provide an avenue to contribute at a broader level (Wenger, McDermott & 
Snyder 2002).   
Social networks are the informal connections that people have with others. Social 
Network Analysis (SNA) is a tool to visibly map these connections, showing patterns of 
interaction of say, who knows who, and who goes to whom for advice. These inter-
organizational maps of relationships can help to assess current networks, promote 
innovation, maximize integration post-merger and develop communities of practice 
(Cross & Parker 2004). Allee (2003) describes the value of mapping networks as 
another way to understand what is going on in organizations:  
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…we are starting to look at the in-between places and the not-so-visible aspects of 
business relationships, focusing on knowledge, networks, intangibles and emotional 
intelligence – what is changing, moving, what patterns are emerging? (Allee 2003, p. 4) 
 
Who you know influences what you come to know, with informal relationships 
increasingly important for organizations that differ largely based on their knowledge 
management ability (Cross, Borgatti & Parker 2002; Lave & Wenger 1991; Wenger 
1998). Reliance on networks to obtain information is particularly important in 
knowledge intensive work where there is a need to solve complex and ambiguous 
problems (Cross et al. 2001). As critical relationships can take time to develop, network 
analysis can play a strategic role to facilitate collaboration:  
With network analysis, we can begin to take a portfolio approach to considering the 
constellation of relationships that is worth investing time and energy to develop and 
maintain... targeting junctures in networks that hold strategic relevance for an 
organization... (Cross, Borgatti & Parker 2002, p. 33). 
 
In the 60 organizations they studied, Cross and Parker saw evidence of a clear link 
between performance and a well-managed network, and also noted that such networks 
could identify ‗overburdened people and decrease time-consuming connections‘ (Cross 
& Parker 2004, p. 9). Allee (2003) concurs, stating that it is the individuals who are 
well-connected, yet not overwhelmed by too many direct relationships, that are 
effective in achieving outcomes. In the discussion with Barfield, Krell notes that the 
strength of ties in social networks may increase with longevity because of the amount 
of shared experience, but that equally one can have longevity, but work in a silo 
(Barfield 2007). Hence another factor is how mobile the individual has been or how 
much they have been exposed to other teams. Social Network Analysis maps can bring 
to the foreground otherwise unknown connections and disconnections, as described:  
Though managers are often adamant that they know their organization, studies are 
showing that they have different levels of accuracy in understanding the networks around 
them. By virtue of their position in the hierarchy, managers are frequently far removed 
from the day-to-day work interactions that generate an organization‘s informal structure, 
and so may have a very inaccurate understanding of the actual patterns of 
relationships… Social network analysis can provide an X-ray of the way in which work is 
or is not occurring in these informal networks. (Cross et al. 2001, p. 103). 
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Borgatti and Cross (2003, p. 440) note the importance of three relationship 
characteristics that predict information-seeking behaviour: 
(1) knowing what another person knows  
(2) valuing what another person knows in relation to one‘s work, and  
(3) being able to gain timely access to that person‘s thinking.  
 
The organization has a role in setting up the conditions to allow people to get to know 
others informally, to promote the value of the capabilities within the group and to make 
them accessible. The notion of connecting, rather than collecting knowledge is 
canvassed, which requires addressing the barriers that prevent knowledge sharing. 
Allee (2003) suggests that processes such as after-action reviews, social network 
analysis, storytelling, group work and communities of practice all assist in creating, 
using and applying knowledge 
2.10.5 Diverse capabilities, including required specialist expertise 
Whilst having employees who are willing to learn and share is important, having access 
to requisite skills and knowledge is imperative (Burke 2004; Effron 2004; Liebeskind 
1996). Without the expertise that provides a competitive advantage, the organization is 
unlikely to be successful (Alvesson 2000; Eisenhardt & Martin 2000; Nielsen 2006). 
Andriani  (2001) explores the importance of diversity of members, noting that diversity 
promotes innovation, different views and offers adaptability in a fast-changing 
environment. In the same way, networks within or between organizations act as open 
channels of communication across offices, space and time, and often emerge 
spontaneously. The underlying assumption is that risks can be mitigated by leveraging 
the capabilities and resources of key players throughout the system.  
One of McElroy‘s (2002) management practices that can create the conditions to 
encourage self-organized learning and knowledge production is ethnodiversity, 
achieved through recruitment and retention of diverse people. Vince et al. (2002) 
describe ‗multiplicity, variety and difference‘ as key factors in organizational learning, 
and Schönström (2005) notes that people in knowledge networks with different 
perspectives and experiences will enhance the range of information available. 
Cross et al. (2008) suggest that teams tend to have an internal focus, whereas to be 
effective often requires fostering external collaboration to access required expert 
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resources. They also note the risk of high turnover to networks, which can be highly 
demotivating, leading to overworking by those left and internal competition (Cross et al. 
2008). 
2.10.6 Management sponsorship 
As indicated in the case studies described, there is conflicting evidence whether self-
management within organizations can be successfully achieved. However, there is 
evidence that empowerment of employees, rather than self-management, can lead to 
better outcomes (Hamel 2011). In the leadership literature, the role of a leader is to 
inspire a shared vision, which is also one of the five disciplines of a learning 
organization (Goleman, Boyatzis & McKee 2002; Kouzes & Posner 2007; Pedler, 
Burgoyne & Boydell 2004; Senge 1990). Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi (2003) describe 
the establishment of clear goals, both long-range goals and also short-term goals that 
individuals have freedom to set, as one of their six conditions for promoting flow and 
creativity in the workplace.   
The research on knowledge networks and communities of practice suggests that 
management sponsorship influences effective outcomes, as self-managing groups can 
be vulnerable if not supported and given legitimacy by the hierarchy (Büchel & Raub 
2002; Wenger & Snyder 2000). This is understandable, given that management 
support can translate to devotion of additional resources, time to attend to learning, and 
fostering useful connections. Studies of successful knowledge management projects, 
and indeed successful organizations, show a correlation with senior management that 
support a culture of sharing knowledge, provide infrastructure for organizational 
learning, and understand the type of knowledge that is most important to the company 
(Davenport & Prusak 2000; McCann III & Buckner 2004).  
Herschel and Jones (2005) include leadership as one of the five factors of successful 
knowledge sharing, described as managers who reward new learning behaviours and 
support knowledge sharing. Leistner (2010), who wrote a practitioner account of how to 
make knowledge sharing work, stressed the need for senior management sponsorship 
and internal support to embed and sustain knowledge flow initiatives. He suggests that 
while using an external consultant can be an advantage in promoting knowledge flow, 
executives need to show their support by ‗walking the talk‘.  
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2.10.7 Attention to institutionalizing knowledge  
Managers have an important role in embedding knowledge in institutional routines. The 
―4I Organizational Learning Framework‖ (Crossan, Lane & White 1999) attends to the 
three levels at which learning occurs in organizations, individual, group and 
organization, and suggests that there are four processes which enable learning: 
intuiting, interpreting, integrating, and institutionalizing. The first two occur at the 
individual level. Interpreting can be both an individual and a group process of 
developing insights. They describe integrating as a group activity, ‗a process of 
developing shared understanding among individuals and taking coordinated action 
through mutual adjustment‘ (Crossan, Lane & White 1999, p. 525).  
Institutionalizing learning ensures that agreed actions occur, by embedding new 
routines, putting rules and procedures in place, and creating systems to reap the 
benefits of learning that has occurred (Crossan, Lane & White 1999; Patriotta 2003; 
Vera & Crossan 2003). Garvin (2000) maintains that whilst the concept of learning 
organizations has been largely embraced, the practice and processes of how to do it 
have not been fully developed. Once organizational learning is institutionalized, 
however, it usually endures (Argote, Beckman & Epple 1990; Crossan, Lane & White 
1999). Another perspective is that maximizing the level of engagement in a project will 
help to embed learning in an organization: 
What makes this project mine grows not out of any logic, but out of my engagement with 
it. The more I join in its creation and its shape, the greater my accountability for its 
success (Block 2000, p. 270). 
 
Zietsma et al. (2002) agree that learning develops over time and is embedded at the 
organizational level through the process of intuiting, interpreting and integrating 
knowledge at the individual and group level. Institutionalized knowledge, however, 
needs to adapt to changing environmental circumstances. A case study by Zietsma et 
al. (2002) describes a logging company in Canada that persisted in clear felling, 
despite changing stakeholder views. After years of criticism, they abruptly ceased the 
practice. The paper reviews how this sudden change occurred, in relation to the 
Crossan et al. (1999) 4I model. In this case, when trust in the old ways had eroded and 
external stakeholders presented a legitimate alternative world view, old practices 
eventually could not be sustained. This suggests that old practices and habituated 
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ways of working need to be continually reviewed in order to realize what is no longer 
helpful, and then decide to do things differently. 
Staff in organizations can experience a state of transition before a change is 
implemented, such as a merger, and associated with that transition are a range of 
emotions in being in what is called ―the neutral zone‖ (Bridges 1991). Bridges asserts 
that staff experience feelings of disenchantment or disorientation when they do not 
having a clear picture of what the new state will look, and may find it difficult to let go 
and gain a new perspective towards a new beginning. Being in a state of transition can 
negatively impact being receptive to a knowledge management initiative. 
2.10.8 Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow 
A review of the literature, identification of barriers, enablers and research gaps led to 
the creation of the ‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3).  This 
was used to assess and describe knowledge flow at four levels: individual, group, 
organization and sector, and to ascertain the relationship between these conditions and 
the ability of the organization to improve learning and sharing.  The research 
methodology will be described next.
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CONDITIONS THAT ENABLE KNOWLEDGE FLOW 
Sector level 
 Dynamic – requires innovation/new ways of working 
 Enables collaboration rather than competition 
 Provides encouragement/incentive for collaborative efforts 
 Perceived benefit to undertake collaborative activity 
 Requires collaboration beyond one organization in order to create products/deliver services  
Organizational Level 
 Management explicitly recognize the value of knowledge sharing in facilitating meeting 
goals and retaining productive staff, and institutionalise knowledge  
 Recruitment process focuses on attracting collaborative and diverse individuals 
 Time allowed for knowledge sharing in work day 
 Physical space facilitates intentional encounters 
 Managers seek opportunities for collaboration/reward collaborative activity 
 Appropriate absence of control/self-management encouraged 
 Appropriate broad direction/vision provided and support to pursue that vision 
 
Group/Team level  
 Diverse people recruited, different backgrounds 
 Value diversity/differences/creative tension  
 Recognition of the value of knowledge sharing in the group 
 Common/shared goal that is clearly articulated and agreed 
 Attention to/facilitated process of dialogue/enquiry and ability to draw out and 
learn from each other  
 Willingness to listen to/understand different viewpoints and find collective 
solutions  
Individual level 
 Relevant knowledge/experience to contribute 
 Self-awareness of strengths and development needs 
 Intrinsic motivation to learn/share 
 Openness to feedback/desire to learn from others 
 Belief in the value of collaboration 
DESIRED OUTCOMES 
Sector level 
 Better services for clients 
 Increased flexibility to respond to 
emerging needs  
 
 
Organizational level  
 Increased effectiveness in 
achieving outcomes 
 Enhanced collaboration internally 
and externally, strengthening 
position in marketplace 
 Diverse workforce responds better 
to needs, predicts future, flexible in 
changing environment 
 Increased staff retention 
 
Group level  
 Increased trust, recognition of the 
value of others – collaboration 
leads to better decisions and 
actions 
 
 
Individual level 
 Increased job satisfaction and 
productivity, utilising full potential 
 Individuals stay in the organization 
longer 
 Individuals well-informed 
Figure 3: Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow 
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3 METHODOLOGY 
 
Action research focuses on knowledge in action. Accordingly, the knowledge created 
through action research is particular, situational and out of praxis. In action research the 
data are contextually embedded and interpreted. In action research, the basis for 
validation is the conscious and deliberate enactment of the action research cycle. The 
action researcher is immersed in the research setting (Coghlan & Brannick 2005, p. 7). 
 
To investigate the question of ―How to enable knowledge flow to achieve organizational 
objectives?‖, I used an action-research approach that drew on mixed methods. At the 
start of the study I invited a group of staff from the Research Division to collaborate 
with me throughout the two years of the project.  In the findings, I describe how I 
facilitated a collaborative process with this self-selected group, who worked with me to 
define the research design, implement changes and evaluate their impact. The first 
stage was to assess and describe knowledge flow within the Division, which was done 
via an online survey. The second stage was to develop and implement some 
interventions, based on the survey findings. The third stage was to quantify and 
describe the perceptions of changes to knowledge flow over the period of the study.  
This chapter provides an overview of this approach, including: 
 The areas of interest embedded within the research question 
 A description of the research target group and how they were engaged in the study 
 Why an action research approach, using mixed methods, was undertaken 
 The process of engaging the group of participants 
 The research timetable, outlining project steps 
 The types of data collected and how the data were analysed 
 Comments on the literature review 
3.1 Research questions 
My principal research interest has been ―Ways to enable knowledge flow to enhance 
the capacity of work teams to achieve organizational objectives‖. This leads to several 
questions: 
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 Can one enable knowledge flow?  
 If knowledge flow can be enabled, how does one do it? 
 How can one describe and assess knowledge flow, including changes in 
knowledge flow over time? 
 What encourages knowledge flow in an organization? 
 What are the barriers to knowledge flow? 
 What kinds of knowledge flow interventions are likely to be effective? 
 Does enhanced knowledge flow contribute to organizational success? 
These questions are both quantitative and qualitative in nature. This study explored: 
how knowledge flow manifests, the elements of knowledge flow that can be assessed, 
quantified and enhanced, how it is perceived and developed by people, and the benefit 
of improved knowledge flow to work teams. 
In my experience, there are many ways to facilitate knowledge flow, and as such the 
epistemological approach taken in this research is subjective. My research did not set 
out to find one solution that all organizations can apply, but some processes that might 
be useful in some contexts, that would lead to a greater understanding of the factors to 
take into consideration when seeking to enhance knowledge flow. My ontological 
perspective was objective. The organization in which the research was undertaken had 
an independent existence – it was an entity shaped by those working in it. My role was 
to help to improve knowledge flow in this real setting, facing real business problems.  
The use of the word ―enable‖ reflects my role as facilitator, which was to guide others to 
explore how knowledge flow could be enhanced. Ichijo and Nonaka (2007) define 
knowledge-enabling as: 
...a set of organizational activities that positively affect knowledge creation. It includes 
facilitating relationships and conversations, as well as sharing local knowledge across an 
organization...At a deeper level, however, it relies on a new sense of emotional 
knowledge and care in the organization.  This concept comes out of the idea that 
controlling and managing knowledge creation is almost impossible because of its fragility. 
This enabling concept supports knowledge creation and emphasizes that the 
relationships in the organization as the most important factor in knowledge creation  
(Ichijo & Nonaka 2007, p. 282). 
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Finding a variety of ways to enable knowledge flow would add to the suite of tools I 
could use to enhance sharing and learning in organizations. The expectation was that 
improving sharing and learning would contribute to better teamwork and the 
achievement of organizational objectives.  
Complexity theory was the lens through which knowledge flow was investigated, by 
viewing the organization as a complex adaptive system (Gleick 1998; Waldrop 1992). 
This theory, when applied to business, suggests that people in complex organizations, 
when given the opportunity to self-organize, and influenced by new energy, will 
generate and recombine knowledge to evolve an enhanced way of working (Anderson 
1999; Bennet & Bennet 2004; Wheatley 1999). The design of the research process, 
therefore, was emergent and collaborative, rather than prescriptive and directive. 
Knowledge flow is specifically used rather than knowledge sharing, as I was keen to 
develop an approach to learning that leads to active flow, characterized by high 
engagement, appropriate challenges and intrinsic satisfaction (Hooker & 
Csikszentmihalyi 2003). I wanted to understand how to consciously raise the value of 
knowledge flow to a work group, and as a facilitator, find ways for them to adopt 
practices that would accelerate knowledge flow. The perspective was that the 
development of trusting relationships between individuals improves collaboration.  I did 
not explore technology as an enabler of knowledge flow, but rather viewed the 
research from a human resources frame, aligned to my background as a human 
resources practitioner (Bolman & Deal 2008).  
Knowledge creation and integration is largely a social process (Ichijo & Nonaka 2007; 
Stacey 2003c; von Krogh 2003; Wheatley 2004a). In my experience, there is often 
scant attention in organizations on how people work together as a way to improve 
overall effectiveness.  This project was designed to discover whether enhanced 
knowledge flow can improve collaborative activity and contribute to an organization‘s 
ability to meet its objectives. The intention of the study was to develop a process that 
other practitioners might be able to employ to enable knowledge flow within their 
organizations. 
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3.2 Research setting 
The research was conducted in a not-for-profit multidisciplinary health centre in 
Melbourne that had four divisions: a research arm, an education and training facility, a 
clinic, and a telephone and online information and support service. Approximately 200 
staff members were employed within the organization. The study centred on the 
Research Division, which consisted of 37 staff members divided into four teams. The 
expectation was that improved knowledge flow would enhance learning and sharing 
throughout the Division. 
I chose this client organization as the focus of my research for a variety of reasons. 
Firstly, as discussed, I was interested in maximizing collaboration by drawing on the 
paradigm of the organization as a complex adaptive system  (Battram 1998; Waldrop 
1992; Wheatley 1999). Unlike simple organizations with a single focus, this complex, 
mid-sized organization with multiple business units was operating in a rapidly changing 
social environment. Adapted from Anderson (1999) and Pascale (1999), the four 
elements of a complex adaptive systems as applied to organizations are: 
 many elements contribute to an interdependent relationship, free from hierarchy 
 sustainability is achieved by importing new energy, and even small changes can 
have an effect 
 new patterns emerge based on simple rules that anticipate and adapt to change 
 evolution towards a new order is based on recombining in new ways. 
Complexity theory appeared to be a useful lens to understand how knowledge 
integration could be facilitated amongst these staff. The CEO wished to increase 
collaboration throughout the organization, and was interested in complexity theory as 
applied to business, including finding new ways to create, combine and synthesize 
knowledge to benefit ongoing research, practice, policy and overall performance.   
Secondly, I had worked for the organization as an independent human resources 
consultant for two years and knew many of the senior staff. My previous projects had 
included recruiting research staff, assisting with writing major grant applications, 
creating position descriptions and developing a leadership program. In 2007, I was 
engaged by the HR Manager and the Executive Team to develop a set of leadership 
capabilities for the organization so senior staff would understand the expectations of 
them. The capabilities were based on managerial competencies defined by Pedler, 
Burgoyne and Boydell (2004) and the earlier work of Boyatzis (1982). This consultancy 
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was prior to, and separate from, the commencement of the research project. Senior 
staff assessed themselves against the capabilities, determining their strengths and 
development needs, and a learning and development program was created to address 
their key needs. The main capabilities that were identified were: leading others, leading 
the program, leading the field, managing self, and their individual subject matter 
expertise. 
The consultancy involved interviewing many senior staff members in the organization, 
and so I became familiar with the people, work and challenges in the Research 
Division. Most of these senior research staff members seemed to have a high level of 
intrinsic motivation in their work and in collaboration.  I chose to set the study in this 
organization as their objectives were consistent with my research goals. They 
emphasized producing quality knowledge and applying this knowledge to promote 
change, best practice, and good policy; building capacity in the sector; and striving to 
create an environment for staff to reach their potential. In discussions with the HR 
Manager and the CEO, both were keen to explore ways to practically enhance 
collaboration as a way to achieve these objectives. 
Thirdly, other organizations I was working with that expressed an interest in knowledge 
flow were less focussed on knowledge generation. I did not want to have to convince 
an organization of the benefits of enhancing knowledge flow, as this could be a risk to 
the study. In contrast, this organization‘s explicit objectives were to integrate 
knowledge from different areas of the business to generate new knowledge. 
Knowledge-intensive firms focus on both creating new knowledge and retaining the 
knowledge workers who contribute to generating that knowledge (Alvesson 2000). 
A fourth factor was a personal affinity for the Division. Having previously worked as an 
administrator in a research team dependent on grants (also with a health focus), I 
enjoyed working with academics who were keen to make a difference in their 
community. My values were aligned with theirs, which was, to me, an important starting 
point to engage in a collaborative, long-term research process.  
Working closely with practitioners enabled me to draw on their experience, by 
encouraging them to reflect on what had and hadn‘t worked in the past, and combine 
this experience with what I learned from the literature about successful knowledge 
sharing. Whilst collaborative enquiry can result in greater understanding of 
organizational problems, Argyris and Schön (1996) also note that the act of enquiry by 
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the researcher into why a situation exists can be threatening to the practitioner, and 
may result in defensive responses, withholding of information, and blaming behaviours, 
rather than ―valid‖ information. Therefore the development of trusting relationships with 
staff in the Division was critical to generate useful interventions (Edmondson & 
Moingeon 1999). A detailed description of the research setting is provided in Chapter 
Four: The Research Setting. 
3.3 Action research 
The starting point of the project was a desire to engage in a collaborative and emergent 
process with a group of practitioners, to enhance their interest and capability to learn 
from and share with each other, and hence improve their business outcomes. An action 
research methodology fits this philosophical perspective, as the aims are to improve 
and to involve (Carr & Kemmis 1997, p. 65). Argyris and Schön (1996) discuss the 
conditions for creating a collaborative enquiry that is based on the people within the 
organization functioning as co-researchers, rather than as subjects. This kind of action 
research approach has been described as: 
…a living, emergent process which cannot be pre-determined but changes and develops 
as those engaged deepen their understanding of the issues to be addressed and develop 
their capacity as co-inquirers both individually and collectively (Reason & Bradbury 2006, 
p. xxii). 
 
Coghlan and Brannick (2005, pp. 3-4) suggest that the following characteristics define 
action research: 
 research in action, rather than research about action; 
 a collaborative democratic partnership; 
 concurrent with action; 
 a sequence of events and an approach to problem solving. 
 
In describing where action research is placed in her taxonomy of qualitative research 
approaches, Tesch (1990, p. 65) notes that this branch of research is ‗for the practical 
scrutiny of human situations, and often also for the formation of alternative solutions 
where problems are found to exist.‘ The broad aims of action research are to achieve 
outcomes through the involvement of practitioners, ‗by turning research itself into a 
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transformative activity‘ (Tesch 1990, p. 66). Schein (2006) goes further and makes a 
distinction between action research, which involves high subject/client involvement and 
high researcher involvement, and an approach he calls ‗Clinical Inquiry‘, which involves 
both parties, but is more client-driven than researcher-driven. That is, the problem is 
one the client is keen to solve, the participants voluntarily provide data to benefit from 
the research, and the ‗helper consultant‘ actively involves the client to improve the 
client‘s outcomes. I also explored the paradigm of ‗collaborative management 
research‘, where the client sets the agenda. Shani et al. (2012) provides some useful 
differentiation between collaborative management research and action research. They 
compare a number of elements including the context, the roles of senior management 
and researcher, and the time imperative.  
Table 1 is my adaptation of a table in Shani et al. (2012), which is based on an earlier 
paper (Shani, A. B. (Rami) & Passmore 1985, p. 56).  I have simplified the context and 
roles and added a third point of comparison, the Clinical Inquiry approach. This 
comparison of the three approaches helped to confirm my methodology.  That is, 
although this project was of keen interest to the client, it nevertheless is placed 
squarely in the action research paradigm, as the study was initiated by my research 
interest. Senior management had limited involvement in the study. I actively facilitated 
an enquiry process directly with participants, and there was no prescribed timeframe. 
Carr and Kemmis (1997) describe action research as based on practitioners learning 
by doing, and collectively attempting to generate insight into how to solve real 
workplace problems that matter. This type of research aims to improve three areas:  
…firstly, the improvement of a practice; secondly, the improvement of the understanding 
of the practice by its practitioners; and thirdly, the improvement of the situation in which 
practice takes place (Carr & Kemmis 1997, p. 65). 
 
In describing action research, Dick (2006) notes that action research alternates 
between planning meetings of practitioners who implement actions in the workplace, 
report any observations, and continue the iterative planning, action and critical review 
cycle. Action research is participative, reflective and meaningful. That is, the research 
questions inevitability engage the participants, as answering these questions may lead 
to a more positive experience at work.  
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Table 1: Comparison between three research methodologies 
Areas of 
comparison 
Action Research Clinical Inquiry Collaborative 
Management 
Research 
Context Initiated by research 
interest 
Initial interface with 
members at all levels 
Driven by the client‘s 
agenda 
Members volunteer 
information because 
of perceived benefit 
to them 
Management issue to 
address – research 
topic of mutual 
interest 
Initial interface with 
senior management 
Senior management Possible partner in 
the process 
Approves project but 
not involved in 
framing focus or 
design 
Client calls in 
consultant/researcher 
to help – client 
defines the subject 
matter 
Key partner in the 
process 
Involved in initial 
framing of focus and 
study design 
Role of researcher Possible ongoing 
relationship with 
senior management 
Facilitates enquiry 
process and ongoing 
learning 
‗Helper consultant‘ 
actively involves 
client in inquiry 
process to improve 
outcomes 
Consultant and client 
are fully involved in 
problem-solving 
process 
Ongoing relationship 
with senior 
management 
Maintains balance 
between involvement 
and detachment of 
senior management 
Facilitates mutual 
education and inquiry 
process 
Time Emergent and flexible 
time orientation 
Client sets contract Project and time 
driven by business 
context 
Adapted from Table 2: Action research and collaborative management research: Comparative 
perspective on key features in Shane et al (2012) (Shani, A. B. (Rami) & Passmore 1985, p. 56) 
 
 
 
Torbert (1999) uses the term ‗Communities of inquiry‘ to describe the process of 
engaging a group of practitioners to explore an area of interest to them. Part of the 
process of developmental action inquiry is the researcher learning about themselves 
and their practice. There are three areas of focus in developmental action inquiry: one‘s 
awareness of one‘s own practice, the interactions with the group with whom one is 
conducting the research, and the organization within which the research takes place. 
This was another useful framework through which to understand my research. 
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Only an insider can appreciate the issues at the heart of the domain, the knowledge that 
is important to share, the challenges their field faces, and the latent potential in emerging 
ideas and techniques. Only an insider can know who the real players are and their 
relationships… Good community design requires an understanding of the community‘s 
potential to develop and steward knowledge, but it often takes an outside perspective to 
help members see the possibilities…(Wenger, McDermott & Snyder 2002).  
 
Coghlan and Brannick (2005) emphasise the need to understand organizational politics 
and be politically astute when doing research in one‘s own organization. Whilst my 
research was not strictly in ―my‖ organization, it was an organization that I had 
consulted to for two years, so was familiar with. They caution that doing action 
research may be considered subversive, because ‗It examines everything. It stresses 
listening. It emphasizes questioning. It fosters courage. It incites action. It abets 
reflection and it endorses democratic participation‘ (2005, p. 70). Influencing change 
requires identifying and managing the relevant stakeholders. In this case, these 
included the sponsor (a member of the executive), the sponsor‘s relationship to other 
executives, and the relationships between executives. 
Whilst researchers may feel powerless and dependent on others for access, Coghlan 
and Brannick (2005) note that, conversely, others may see the researcher as having 
power and influence given their knowledge and access to staff. They suggest that this 
is potentially a fragile dynamic that needs to be addressed by ensuring that the 
research is undertaken within an ethical framework. Edmondson and Moingeon (1999) 
explored the importance of trust when undertaking intervention research, by examining 
the general practices of Argyris and Crozier. They discovered that two kinds of trust in 
the researcher were prerequisites of an effective relationship with organizational 
management: trust in the researcher‘s competence or ability to do the task without 
causing harm, and trust in their intention to carry out their task in a responsible way. As 
a consequence of a successful intervention, trust develops between organizational 
members. Hence, I was concerned to be wise and responsible in how I facilitated the 
process, knowing that a high degree of trust and cooperation was imperative to 
generate positive outcomes. 
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3.4 Mixed methods 
Denzin and Lincoln (1994, p. 2) refer to the role of the qualitative researcher as the 
bricoleur, or ―Jack of all trades‖, whose role it is to piece together a set of practices to 
solve a problem, using a range of tools, techniques and approaches to achieve a 
practical outcome. Whilst I used both qualitative and quantitative methods, this 
description fits my view of my role. The mixed methods approach is described as 
based on ‗pragmatic knowledge‘ - ‗a concern with applications – ‗what works‘ – and 
solutions to problems‘ (Creswell 2003, p. 11). The pragmatic approach puts 
understanding the question on centre stage, and researchers are able to draw on both 
qualitative and quantitative methods. 
The complex questions of how do we assess, understand and enhance knowledge 
flow, and in what ways does knowledge flow contribute to organizational effectiveness, 
lent themselves to the application of a variety of methods. Multiple research methods 
enable the research question to be answered in a holistic way, synthesizing the data 
from qualitative and quantitative sources to better understand the situation (Johnson & 
Onwuegbuzie 2004).  Using multiple methods to investigate complex organizations can 
capture a range of perspectives and more accurately describe and explain what is 
happening (Wolfram Cox & Hassard 2005). This might include testing hypotheses by 
gathering, analysing, interpreting and presenting numerical data, as in the quantitative 
tradition, and also using narrative to describe a situation, such as the effect of an 
intervention from the participants‘ perspective.  
My paradigm was that: 
 there are multiple pathways to enhance knowledge flow, depending on the 
organization; the aim of the study was not to find a single way that fits all;  
 the status of knowledge flow can be assessed to identify changes over time;  
 knowledge flow takes many different forms; 
 participants‘ understanding and perceptions of the usefulness of knowledge flow 
are subjective, and have assisted in framing the context to the study; and 
 as a consultant, understanding the impact of learning and sharing interventions can 
help to plan how to further enhance organizational effectiveness. 
Exploration of this research interest was aided by using aspects of a social 
constructivist approach (Gephart 1999), which draws on understanding participant‘s 
views to develop the factors that comprise knowledge flow, combined with a deductive 
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approach  to assess achievement of organizational outcomes. In this research, 
participants had their own perceptions of how well learning and sharing was occurring, 
shared their experience with others, and came to their own understandings of how to 
improve learning and sharing throughout the organization. Social constructivism is 
based on valuing individual perspectives and understanding that the subjective 
meaning of individual experiences will be complex and diverse, and hard to condense 
into a few categories or ideas (Creswell 2003). In addition, they need to be understood 
in their organizational context, and a pragmatic approach acknowledges variation in 
context. Johnson and Onwuegbuzie (2004) and Creswell (2003) suggest that in a 
mixed methods study, a researcher might want to use observation and in-depth 
interviews to obtain detailed meaning about a phenomenon, supplement this with an 
instrument to assess certain factors from the literature, and add a survey to see if 
findings are transferrable to a particular population. Onwuegbuzie and Leech (2005) 
note that: 
 ...the inclusion of quantitative data can help compensate for the fact that qualitative data 
typically cannot be generalised. Similarly, the inclusion of qualitative data can help 
explain relationships discovered by quantitative data (p. 383). 
 
As a consultant and researcher, in the past I have used both qualitative methods (e.g. 
in-depth interviews) and quantitative methods (e.g. surveys) to obtain information to 
help address organizational problems. Recently, rather than starting with a definite 
plan, I have allowed the approach to emerge based on first understanding the 
organizational context. The outcome is usually a process, program or policy to 
influence how people think about an issue and take action. Creswell notes that the 
methodology that is employed needs to fit the researcher, and this further confirmed 
my interest in adopting this approach: 
For the mixed methods researcher, a project will take extra time because of the need to 
collect and analyse both quantitative and qualitative data. It fits a person who enjoys both 
the structure of quantitative research and the flexibility of qualitative enquiry (Creswell 
2003, p. 23). 
 
Using a mixed methods approach has provided the flexibility to explore different ways 
to describe participants‘ understanding of knowledge integration, strengthen 
relationships, and identify ways to enhance knowledge sharing. In addition, the group 
of people I worked with were both qualitative and quantitative researchers who were 
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engaged in health services and scientific research. I was fortunate to have access to 
expertise from both kinds of research background to help design the data collection 
and analysis procedures.  
A mixed methods approach also fit with the nature of my research question. The survey 
enabled us to develop a shared description and understanding of knowledge flow in 
this context. We were then able to apply knowledge integration interventions and 
subsequently assess the impact on perceptions of knowledge flow when we re-
surveyed.  At the beginning of the study, I expected that as data was collected, a 
detailed understanding would emerge about how effective knowledge flow was in this 
environment. This information could then be applied to develop knowledge flow 
enhancements. In a mixed methods approach one can combine pre-determined 
methods with emergent methods, use both open and closed questions, draw on 
multiple forms of data, and use both statistical and text analysis (Creswell 2003). This 
fluid approach matched my paradigm of organizations as complex organic systems 
which are not fixed in nature, where knowledge can be revealed over time through a 
range of sources, and which are flexible, dynamic entities shaped by a myriad of 
relationships, interests and imperatives (Anderson 1999; Pascale 1999; Wheatley 
1999). 
My research intended to show that, depending on context, other organizations might be 
able to learn how to enhance knowledge integration within their organizations. As a 
consultant, I hoped to discover new ways to improve knowledge flow. Every 
organization is different – whether it is a not-for-profit, government entity, privately-
owned, or publicly listed company. The market in which they operate, the evolutionary 
stage of the organization, the leadership style, the political pressures, and the resource 
constraints all differ. It was anticipated that this organization would be unique, and 
therefore in recommending a process to enable knowledge flow in other businesses, 
one needs to be cautious about generalizing. 
3.5 Strategy of collaborative enquiry 
When using mixed methods, there are several potential approaches to understanding 
and enhancing knowledge integration. Creswell refers to these approaches as 
―strategies of inquiry‖. Two are sequential approaches: (1) adopt a qualitative approach 
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with a small group and then test the findings by broadening the enquiry to a larger 
population, or (2) adopt a quantitative approach, apply it broadly, then subsequently 
narrow the inquiry to see if findings apply to a specific group. 
Rather than a sequential approach, I decided to employ a ‗both-and‘ approach as 
outlined in Figure 4 (Creswell 2003). This approach allowed the survey to include both 
quantitative and qualitative questions, to glean an understanding, at the group level 
and at the individual level, of the current status of 
knowledge flow. 
Following analysis and interpretation of the survey 
data, we then developed some interventions to 
enhance knowledge flow. We surveyed again after 
a period of time had elapsed to see if there had 
been any changes. I then reflected on the process 
undertaken to suggest a future process I and 
others might use to undertake a knowledge audit, 
intervene and evaluate the value of the 
interventions.  
There were multiple sources of data. These 
included the responses to Survey One and Two 
and their analyses, the transcripts of the meetings 
with the Survey Design and Intervention Design 
Groups, the feedback from all staff about potential 
interventions, the descriptions of the agreed 
interventions (policy, templates, discussion 
papers), and my own reflections as a 
researcher/consultant that were recorded in a 
personal journal and later transcribed.  
3.6 Engaging the group 
The multiple collaborators and their roles in the project are described in Figure 5.  I 
discussed the project initially with the HR Manager, who suggested I talk to the CEO, 
which I did in early 2007. He expressed a strong interest in the proposed approach and 
Figure 4: Method 
 
3. Narrow enquiry to apply 
findings. 
4. Pilot interventions. 
5. Re-survey &  
analyse 
changes 
1. Create  
working group  
to frame survey 
 to all staff.  
2. Conduct survey 
and analyse data. 
6. Develop  
a knowledge  
flow process that  
could be applied to  
other organizations. 
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intended outcomes. He was interested that the study was based on an emergent, 
rather than a pre-planned process, and supported the desire to enhance collaborative 
effort, as that was one of the organization‘s strategic objectives.  
The Research Division Manager (hereafter referred to as the Division Manager), was 
also keen to foster collaboration in her Division. I met with her and we discussed the 
best approach to engage staff. Positive leadership support was important, particularly 
given the longitudinal nature of the project. I summarized in an email what we had 
agreed, which included her introducing the project to all staff via an email, and 
mentioning my forthcoming visit to a staff meeting. At the staff meeting she asked that I 
address potential ethical issues, and agreed that I could invite staff to self-nominate to 
be part of a reference group. She also wanted to make clear that this project was 
separate from any concurrent review of the Division.  Her response to my summary 
was that all was fine, but added, ‗I think the main thing is that the changes drive the 
research rather than the other way around, although the two processes might overlap‘. 
There were two groups of self-selected research staff who collaborated on the project. 
The Survey Design Group, which met four times and helped to plan and analyse the 
initial survey, and the Intervention Design Group, which met eight times and 
CEO Division 
Manager 
1. Approval of 
research, preliminary 
discussions about 
process 
 
2. Survey Design 
Group – design of 
data collection to 
gauge knowledge 
flow, analysis of first 
survey 
 
3. Intervention Design 
Group – development 
of implementation 
activities, design and 
analysis of second 
survey 
Intervention Design Group:  
5 volunteer researchers –  
3 from the Survey Design Group 
+ 2 new members 
HR 
Manager 
Survey Design Group: 
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Figure 5: Multiple parties and collaborators 
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determined the interventions that followed. In the surveys, staff members were asked 
to provide their perceptions of knowledge flow, and to comment on the interventions.   
Figure 5 suggests that most of the communication was between me and others, but 
this is only because it is drawn from my perspective. Conversations occurred between 
the HR Manager and the CEO about the project, as the HR Manager championed the 
idea with the CEO and also discussed it with the Division Manager. I presume, 
although I am not sure, that the Division Manager would have also discussed it with the 
CEO. There were also informal conversations between members of the Survey Design 
Group and the Intervention Design Group with the Division Manager as we progressed. 
The research design was influenced by an interest in developing a community of 
practice (Lave & Wenger 1991; Wenger 1998). Knowledge integration in organizations 
is more complex than an individual merely absorbing information transmitted from 
others (Elkjaer 1999). Learning has a strong social element, and is often dependent on 
relationships as a foundation for enabling learning to occur. Individuals bring different 
perspectives, experience, wisdom and intentions to the group. It was important to 
engender the interest of a diverse range of researchers to form a community of 
practice, to reflect the diversity within the Division. The literature also suggested that 
the more diverse the group, the likelihood of richer learning and innovative outcomes 
(Andriani 2001; McElroy 2002; Schönström 2005). I facilitated dialogue on how the 
Division could work effectively together, explored ways to enhance collaborative 
learning, facilitated a shared understanding of the way things were done and could be 
done differently, and focused on collectively negotiating useful interventions. In terms 
of my role, Argyris and Schön (1996) offer a useful perspective on the value of 
insider/outsider collaboration: 
A researcher who embraces in this spirit a program of collaborative action research on 
organizational learning becomes, like the practitioners he joins, an agent-experient. He, 
too, places himself within the situations that he studies and must, in consequence, study 
himself. His commitment to the organization in question is likely to be less intense than 
the practitioner‘s. His interests in inquiry are likely to be overlapping, not identical, with 
the practitioner‘s. He is likely to miss some of what the practitioner‘s local knowledge 
enables him to see and to retain a partly sceptical stance toward the practitioner‘s claims 
to organizational knowledge and learning. Yet he may also attach greater appreciation 
than the practitioner does to the taken-for-granted practice knowledge that informs his 
everyday competence. (Argyris & Schön 1996, p. 45) 
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The Division Manager, who had been in the role for a short time, was interested in the 
extent to which recently instituted learning and sharing initiatives enabled knowledge 
flow, and how we might support them. She wanted the teams to work more 
collaboratively, with the expectation that this would benefit individuals, project and 
publication output and client satisfaction. She sent an email to all staff introducing the 
project: 
It seems timely now to think about how the research programs are structured and some 
of our processes to maintain our capacity to do good research and our general levels of 
happiness. I think it would be helpful for all researchers to have some input into this and 
think about issues of processes (sic), knowledge management, governance etc.  
Coincidently, Susan Inglis (currently consulting to HR) is starting her doctoral research on 
knowledge management in organizations and is interested in talking to us about following 
any changes we make as part of her thesis. I thought we could possibly all meet soon to 
both discuss some potential ways forward in research and hear about Susan‘s project to 
see if we are happy to be involved... 
Hope this is OK with everyone. Feel free to discuss with me. (Email from Division 
Manager to all staff, 2 August 2007) 
 
I described the project at a Division meeting in August 2007, attended by 25 staff 
members. I invited volunteers to form a group of four to eight people to help with the 
project design. At that meeting a number of ideas were raised to rejuvenate the 
research area. These included: more regular meetings, a research coordinator role, 
mentoring, learning forums, recruitment of additional senior staff, a publication group, 
and a review of the organization structure. I wrote to the Division Manager following the 
meeting to thank her and tell her I would be emailing the information about the project, 
and asked was there anything else for me to add. She replied, ‗It did go well. They tell 
me there was a re-energized feeling after that meeting....Looking forward to the project 
and being able to utilize your expertise in the area. Thanks!‘. 
Following the presentation, an email was sent to all Research Division staff (37 in all) 
providing them with the Plain Language Statement (Appendix A). I deliberately 
extended an open invitation, rather than select particular individuals, to enhance 
commitment to the project. Staff members were informed that the research was 
separate from my paid consulting work and that information collected would remain 
confidential and not be attributed to individuals. Table 2 summarises the project steps. 
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Table 2: Project steps 
 
Whilst I had developed a project framework, the self-selected group of staff helped to 
choose the most appropriate data to collect in order to understand knowledge flow and 
provide insight into how to maximize sharing and learning throughout the Division. The 
perceived benefits of the research were better use of available resources, fully utilizing 
employee capabilities and enhanced learning. The first group were called the 
Date Project steps 
August 2007 1. Introduced study to the Division at a staff meeting via a PowerPoint presentation, 
circulated Plain Language Statement describing the nature of the study, and 
invited staff members to form a reference group. Followed up with an email so all 
staff, including those not present, were informed.  
August 2007 2. Five staff members from different research teams agreed to form the Survey 
Design Group to assist in designing the initial data collection. 
September – 
December 2007 
3. Survey Design Group met on three occasions to determine data collection 
methods, including designing survey. 
May 2008 4. Online survey sent to all Division members, with one month to complete. Survey 
consisted of quantitative and qualitative questions. 
June/July 2008 5. Analysed survey, looking for patterns, strengths, areas for improvement. Sought 
comments from the Survey Design Group  and conducted further analysis based 
on their feedback. 
August 2008 6. Presented survey analysis to all staff in a PowerPoint. Produced a written report 
which was only circulated to the Survey Design Group. Invited staff members to 
be part of the Intervention Design Group, to explore possible interventions as a 
result of the analysis. A Plain Language Statement outlining the purpose of the 
group was circulated. 
September 
2008  
7. The Intervention Design Group was formed, consisting of three members of the 
Survey Design Group and two new members. 
October 2008 – 
October 2009 
8. The Intervention Design Group met eight times over the year to discuss and 
agree on initiatives which could be implemented. Implemented some initiatives 
arising out of the survey analysis. 
November 2008 9. Following the discussion of the survey results, and the identification of five 
possible interventions, the Intervention Design Group addressed an all staff 
meeting, asking each staff member to nominate on a ranking form their highest 
priority. The results determined what was developed. 
November 2009 10. Second online survey sent to all Division members, allowing them one month to 
complete. 
December 2009 
– July 2010 
11. Analysed survey and compared results to earlier survey. 
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Knowledge Integration Reference Group. For ease of reading the Group is referred to 
in this document as the Survey Design Group. The Survey Design Group later 
morphed into The Knowledge Group, whose role was to agree on knowledge flow 
interventions. This Group is referred to as the Intervention Design Group.  
3.7 Data collection and analysis 
In exploring how to enhance knowledge flow, data was gathered from several sources, 
which will be described in detail: 
 emails between myself and the Division Manager, the Division Manager and all 
staff, and Executive to all staff regarding the organization‘s review 
 the Survey Design Group‘s observations on learning and sharing in the Division, 
which helped to structure the online survey 
 the responses to Survey One (Appendix B: Survey One) 
 the Intervention Design Group‘s discussion, that led to the development of 
interventions  
 the impact of the interventions which were put in place to enhance knowledge flow, 
as described in comments in Survey Two and by the Intervention Design Group 
 the responses to Survey Two, which was the same as Survey One, with the 
addition of asking what had changed (Appendix C: Survey Two) 
 my reflections as a consultant practitioner from keeping a journal 
3.7.1 The Survey Design Group 
The initial challenge was to attract a group of diverse staff members to work with me 
who would have a broad understanding of the Division‘s culture. The response was 
positive; five senior researchers from three of the four research teams joined the 
Survey Design Group, which met four times over a one year period. I will refer to them 
by the pseudonyms of ―Chris‖, ―Lisa‖, ―Robyn‖, ―Hilary‖ and ―Serena‖. Some members 
were quantitative researchers, and others had a qualitative research background, with 
expertise covering evaluation, survey research, and numeric data analysis. This 
diversity of knowledge, experience and skills provided valuable input into the survey 
design, which was critical for capturing and assessing perceptions within the Division of 
learning and sharing.  
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The Survey Design Group was intended to model a collaborative way of working, with 
my initial focus on developing strong relationships, as a foundation for building trust 
and a safe place to share. The emphasis on process drew from my reading of 
Wheatley‘s (1999) book Leadership and the New Science. This pivotal work shaped 
the collaborative, emergent, research design. According to Lewin and Grabbe (1945) 
involvement in research is likely to lead to an increased acceptance of findings, which 
then translates into taking action. 
In taking this approach, I explored the literature on communities of practice and 
knowledge networks. The value of informal business networks has been discussed in 
the literature since the 1960‘s (Thompson 1965), with innovative groups of 
professionals working collaboratively, intrinsically motivated by learning and sharing. 
Research on how informal networks contribute to creating and transferring knowledge 
emerged in the 1990‘s (Grant 1996a; Kogut & Zander 1992; Zander & Kogut 1995). 
The manager‘s role in this new order is facilitating network processes, linking 
resources, and brokering knowledge transfer (Van Wijk, Van Den Bosch & Volberda 
2003).  
 
Büchel and Raub (2002) describe a knowledge network as differing from a community 
of practice, in that organizational support is explicitly provided, with the intention to 
bring best-practice processes into the organization. The four stages in the creation of 
such a network are: 
 focusing the network, including aligning around important and common issues, 
getting management support and creating links 
 creating context, such as a common ground for communication, opportunity to learn 
and understand each other  
 routining, that is, defining roles and the support structure  
 leveraging network results in order to transfer to the organization as a whole 
The Survey Design Group‘s first role was to assist in determining data collection 
methods to help understand how well members of the Division were sharing and 
integrating knowledge. The formation of the Group reflected my interest in creating a 
knowledge network that engaged with each other on a learning journey, informed and 
challenged my thinking, and worked collaboratively in pursuit of this goal. The Group 
helped to design a way to capture current perceptions of learning and sharing, so that 
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useful interventions could be undertaken to improve knowledge flow, which would be 
re-assessed following the interventions.  
The Survey Design Group met four times between August 2007 and July 2008. 
Meetings lasted between 60 and 90 minutes. Informed consent was obtained to audio 
record the meetings. A suggested agenda was drafted for each meeting, held on the 
organization‘s premises, and then notes circulated following the meeting to keep all 
informed, particularly if some members could not be present. In addition, I typed up a 
transcript of each meeting for my review in order to reflect on the collaborative process 
and examine the dialogue. 
At the first meeting of the Survey Design Group, the opening agenda item was getting 
to know each other, a deliberate strategy to quickly build relationships. I had previously 
conducted in-depth interviews with four out of five of the members, for a paid 
organizational leadership project, so knew something of their backgrounds and 
interests in sharing and learning. I still needed to develop a relationship with the whole 
group, and encourage them to be comfortable with each other. I invited each member 
to tell the others a surprise about themselves (which generated a lot of laughter and 
relaxed the Group), as well as share their interest in the project, what they had to offer 
the group and how we could maximize their contribution. In addition, I asked what they 
needed in order to be comfortable participating in the group, as safety to speak one‘s 
mind was vital. Senge notes that ‗Without some modicum of safety, it is difficult or 
impossible for people to learn‘ (Senge 1997, p. 17). 
―Chris‖ said she wanted to ‗turn around the negativity in the group...stop complaining 
and do something‘, ―Serena‖ wanted to be more proactive, not be ‗bah humbug‘, and 
maximize the creation of an environment where people could listen and speak. The 
draft project plan was tabled and discussed, and agreement was reached on the role of 
the group and on next steps. Who to involve, ways to assess and describe knowledge 
integration, and possible tools to use were mapped out.  
We discussed the scope of the project. A possibility was to explore how we could 
enable knowledge flow organization-wide. The Survey Design Group, however, 
decided to focus only on their Division to contain the research to a manageable focus. 
It was noted that staff in the Division had numerous connections with people in other 
parts of the organization and so would inevitably provide a broader perspective.  From 
my experience in interviewing senior managers in other parts of the organization, the 
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staff in the Research Division showed a keener interest in learning and sharing. The 
Survey Design Group perceived that the Division was working reasonably well, but 
acknowledged that there was room for improvement. We all agreed that other areas of 
the organization might be harder to engage, and that widening the scope would add a 
layer of design complexity.  
At the second meeting, possible methods to understand current knowledge flow were 
tabled and discussed, together with the purpose of each method. The Survey Design 
Group agreed that an online survey would be the best vehicle for gathering perceptions 
of knowledge sharing. The survey was refined at the third meeting, and a process for 
administering the survey agreed upon.  
3.7.2 Ethics approval 
Because of the emergent nature of the research, four submissions were made to the 
Ethics Committee that approves research involving human participation. As new data 
collection methods were agreed with the two self-selected Design Groups, applications 
to the ethics committee were made to seek approval to employ these methods. The 
first application for ethics approval was to establish a reference group. The second 
submission was to obtain approval to conduct an online survey, and then to resurvey 
the group after 12-18 months. The third application was to work with a self-selected 
group to design and implement knowledge flow processes. The last request was for 
approval to invite staff to participate in discussion forums to collect information on 
further ways to enhance knowledge flow. 
Coghlan and Brannick (2005) discuss the role of ethics in action research, noting that 
there are particular complexities. The intimate nature of the relationship between the 
researcher and the participants means that confidentiality and anonymity can be an 
issue. The fact that action research is an unknown journey means that obtaining 
informed consent can be an issue. Lastly, they note that there are often political 
consequences involved, as action research can be seen as subversive. An important 
part of the project was informing participants of the nature of their involvement. 
3.7.3 What to describe and compare? 
The first step was to define and understand what was meant by ‗knowledge flow‘ in the 
context of their work group. Specifying what constitutes ―critical‖ knowledge is unique to 
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each organization. The relative importance of knowledge sharing depends on 
organizational goals (Alvesson 2000). In Maister‘s (1982) exploration of professional 
services firms, he notes that knowledge-intensive companies compete in two markets 
simultaneously; to generate output for services and to attract and keep professionals in 
the role (input). The Division fit the category of a knowledge-intensive firm as the aims 
were (1) to generate outcomes that would raise their research profile, and (2) to attract 
and retain individuals that would help to generate knowledge. Both needed to be done 
well to develop and maintain their competitive edge in the marketplace. To achieve 
both, collaboratively generating knowledge was vital, as the research projects were 
mostly team-based, drawing on a diverse array of knowledge and skills. 
To guide the discussion with the Survey Design Group, I developed a ‗Model of 
conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3, p. 59). I suggested this could be used 
as a framework to assess what was working well and what was not working. This was 
agreed.  Coghlan and Rashford (2006) note that in any organizational study there are 
four levels of interaction: individual, team, inter-team relationships within an 
organization and the external environment in which it operates. The model incorporated 
those levels of interaction.  
In the model, individuals needed to: have relevant knowledge or experience to 
contribute, be intrinsically motivated to learn and share, and believe in the value of 
collaboration. At the group level, conditions included diversity of people, a common, 
shared goal, and willingness to find collective solutions. At the organizational level, I 
hypothesized that management needed to recruit collaborative individuals, that there 
needed to be time allowed in the work day to share, and that the physical work space 
needed to be conducive to intentional encounters. Lastly, the sector needed to be 
collaborative rather than competitive, in order to achieve the best outcomes for society. 
At all levels, the value of knowledge sharing needed to be recognized.  
To understand organizational knowledge flow, indicators can be found in a variety of 
places: the strength of relationships; the extent and kinds of collaborative activity 
people engage in; the quality of their dialogue; the frequency and variety of 
communication mechanisms; and organizational outputs.  We agreed that a common 
understanding of the key terms of ―knowledge sharing‖, ―integration‖ and ―collaboration‖ 
was required. A member of the Survey Design Group suggested the VicHealth 
Partnership Analysis Tool (Appendix D) as a guide to definitions and ways to assess 
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collaboration (VicHealth). This Tool defined the differences between networking, 
coordinating, cooperating, and collaborating. Collaborating was the highest form of 
partnership, described as ―enhancing the capacity of the other partner for mutual 
benefit and a common purpose‖.  
I introduced to the Survey Design Group a table outlining sources of data that could be 
collected to understand knowledge flow and why these would be useful (Appendix E). It 
was important that the data was relevant to this work group. We discussed possible 
methods for measuring and understanding knowledge flow within the Division, such as 
Social Network Analysis, using a survey, and requesting drawings. An interesting 
suggestion from the Survey Design Group was the tracking of emails over time as a 
way of describing how knowledge flowed. This approach was considered too unwieldy, 
however, due to the volume of material, privacy issues, and difficulty of analysis. The 
process of data collection needed to be pragmatic, taking into account information that 
was available and reasonable to collect, and not be too time consuming for participants 
An online survey appeared to be a useful and efficient instrument for understanding the 
current status of knowledge flow from the perspective of each individual staff member. 
The survey aimed to create a shared language and understanding of what might 
constitute knowledge integration, to determine what was/was not working well and to 
elicit ideas on how to enhance knowledge flow. Considerable time was spent 
discussing how questions could be framed to capture information so that it could then 
be re-assessed in 12 or 18 months‘ time. The survey enabled us to collate ratings on 
different aspects of learning and sharing across teams, the Division, the organization 
and the sector, and compare these pre- and post-intervention. In addition, it provided 
the opportunity for qualitative responses to broaden understanding of the knowledge-
sharing culture. 
3.7.4 Survey One, May 2008 
I drafted Survey One and the Survey Design Group suggested how to reframe the 
questions, which elements of learning and sharing to include, and the language to use 
to maximize participant understanding. I used LimeSurvey, an online survey tool that 
some staff had used previously. Group members agreed to undertake the survey as a 
pilot, and refinements were subsequently made. Survey One (Appendix B) consisted of 
25 questions, and took about 20 to 30 minutes to complete. Key terms used were 
defined at the frontend, as follows: 
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 Knowledge sharing: sharing what we ―know‖ with others to help each other. This 
may include providing access to information, offering a different perspective, taking 
time to discuss ideas, helping others to learn, allowing others to observe you in 
action, or passing on skills or expertise. 
 Knowledge flow: the transfer of what is known amongst group members. This may 
include information, perspectives, ideas, skills, ways of working, knowledge or 
expertise. 
 Collaborative activity: an activity where two or more people work together toward 
achieving a common goal. Some examples are: working on a joint project, a 
publication, a campaign or a plan. 
There were seven sections in the survey: 
1. Demographic data 
2. Who do you know? Who do you go to for advice? 
3. How do you learn and share? 
4. Nature of collaborative activities 
5. Expectations of work and how well they are met 
6. Knowledge sharing barriers and enablers 
7. What does knowledge flow look like? 
I refer in the thesis to survey respondents as participants, as rather than just 
responding to a survey, they were involved in the study. I met with all of the staff in the 
Division three times, and they had input into the kinds of knowledge flow activities they 
would like to see implemented, gave feedback on the survey findings, and ranked the 
interventions. In addition, some were members of one of the knowledge networks. 
Calling them participants, therefore, is a better reflection of their engagement. 
1. Demographic data. The survey was not anonymous, as the intention was to 
undertake a Social Network Analysis (SNA) of the group, which required knowing the 
name of each participant, the team the person belonged to, their salary classification, 
employment status (full-time, part-time, casual) and length of service. A Social or 
Organizational Network Analysis is a tool to map informal relationships within an 
organization (Cross, Borgatti & Parker 2002). Usually, formal reporting relationships 
are depicted in an organization chart. A SNA can be a useful diagnostic tool to 
understand how knowledge actually flows, pinpoint potential disconnections and 
enhance collaboration, as it makes informal interactions visible and therefore 
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actionable (Cross et al. 2001). Cross and Parker (2004) argue that understanding 
informal networks helps to target strategies to improve collaboration and connectivity, 
whereas managerial decisions can sometimes unwittingly create silos. 
2. How well the participant knew others in the Division and up to six people they 
would go to for advice. These encompassed people inside or outside the Division. 
These questions were asked to map who knew who as a baseline, on the assumption 
that people were more likely to collaborate with colleagues they knew.  The status of 
these relationships was re-assessed in Survey Two, following knowledge flow 
interventions, with the expectation that relationships might strengthen over the course 
of the project. Cross and Parker state that:  
..research has consistently shown that who you know has a significant impact on what 
you come to know, because relationships are critical for obtaining information, solving 
problems, and learning how to do your work (Cross & Parker 2004, p. 11). 
 
Mapping this information into a visual depiction of the informal network, using the SNA, 
was intended to reveal the potential key influencers in the group, the connection 
between formal and informal relationships, whether there were any outliers, and 
whether the network was facilitating knowledge flow or could be improved. 
Understanding why some people were peripheral can increase insight: they may have 
limited knowledge to share, be new to the organization, or there could be some 
reticence to seek advice from them (Cross et al. 2001). The network research suggests 
that strong and cohesive ties, based on trusting relationships, increase innovation and 
assist in ‗transferring complex, difficult-to-codify knowledge‘ (Van Wijk, Van Den Bosch 
& Volberda 2003, p. 433) which contributes to innovation and adaptation. 
3. How they learned from and shared with others. These questions asked 
participants to rate the usefulness of the types of knowledge sharing/learning they 
engaged in, in order to determine if these ratings changed over time. The intention was 
to highlight what was working well and opportunities for improvement that could be 
addressed. The questions covered learning and sharing within their own research 
team, within the wider Division, within the organization, and with others outside the 
organization.  
4. The types of collaborative activity participants engaged in. This included 
projects, publications, grants/tender submissions and other activity. Participants were 
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asked to indicate their collaborators‘ affiliations – that is, if they were within their 
research team, within the Division, within the organization, or outside the organization. 
The intention was to quantify and describe the current collaborative activity within the 
Division, with researchers and others in the organization, and with researchers and 
other agencies, and then assess whether this level of collaboration changed over time.  
5.  Expectations of work and how well they were being met. These questions 
explored how well the person‘s expectations of their role were being met, their 
expectation of their research team, the Division, the organization and collaboration with 
others outside the organization. These questions were asked to ascertain if there was a 
relationship between expectations and knowledge flow. I deliberately asked about how 
well expectations were met, rather than level of satisfaction, as expectations also 
indicate the level of importance of an element. 
6. Comments on knowledge sharing. This section called for descriptive information 
on participants‘ perceptions of the existing conditions that support or impede 
knowledge sharing, and provided indicators of what could improve knowledge flow. 
7. Their perceptions of how well knowledge was integrated throughout the 
group. Drawing paper, crayons, instructions, and return envelopes (addressed to me) 
were left in each research team‘s area for staff to draw their depiction of knowledge 
integration. This was an attempt to provide another (visible) perspective through which 
to understand current knowledge integration.  
3.7.5 Survey participants 
All 37 Research Division staff members were invited to take Survey One in May 2008, 
via an internal email, after I had visited each team to inform them face-to-face of the 
forthcoming survey. There was a 76% response rate (28 completed responses). In 
November 2009, when Survey Two was administered, there were 31 staff members. 
During the intervening period there was significant staff turnover; 14 people left the 
Division and eight commenced. Despite this, a similar response rate, 77%, was 
achieved (24 completed responses).  
The Division comprised four teams, which have been called Team A, B, C and D. Each 
team had a different research focus and area of expertise. Table 3 shows the number 
of responses by team. The highest response rate in Survey One was from Team A 
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(89%) and the lowest from Team D (63%) – this was reversed in Survey Two. Nearly 
half of all responses in Survey One (43%) were from Team B, the largest research 
team, whereas in Survey Two, responses were more evenly distributed between 
teams. In both surveys all but four participants principally worked in one team. In 
Survey One, two participants largely worked offsite, and one of these participated in 
Survey Two. 
Table 3: Survey participants by research team 
Survey participants by team Survey One 
responded? 
Survey Two 
responded? 
 
 
 
 
 
The Division was led by the Division Manager, who was formally appointed to that role 
one month after I first met the staff in the Division. Reporting to her were the Team 
Managers. Within teams I have distinguished staff members between what I have 
called ―developing‖ researchers, who were classified at Grades 1 to 5, and ―senior‖ 
researchers, who were classified at Grade 6 or above. 
The characteristics of participants in both surveys were similar. In Survey One, the 
length of service ranged from three people with less than 12 months service, to three 
people with over 10 years of service. In Survey Two, there were four people with less 
than 12 months of service, and only one with over 10 years of service. The average 
length of service for both sets of participants was five years. In both surveys, one-third 
of participants had three years or less service. 
In Survey One, 54% of participants were developing researchers and 46% senior 
researchers, whereas this ratio changed slightly in Survey Two, with 48% developing 
researchers and 52% senior researchers. Fractions of appointment were also not 
markedly different. In Survey One, 43% of participants worked full-time, and in Survey 
Two 52% worked full-time. Part-time appointments in both cohorts averaged 0.6EFT. 
 Yes No Yes No 
Team A 8 1 6* 1 
Team B 12 4 8 3 
Team C 3 1 5 1 
Team D 5 3 6 1 
Totals 28 9 25* 6 
*Includes a person who completed half the survey 
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Therefore, variances in responses from Survey One to Survey Two are unlikely to be 
attributed to different participant profiles (Appendix F: Demographics of Participants 
provides details). 
I analysed the survey responses against the elements in my ‗Model of conditions that 
enable knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3, p. 59) to see if these emerged as enablers, or if their 
absence was considered a barrier. At the start, I had some constructs in place that I 
was seeking to confirm as useful or not. Other themes emerged that were unexpected 
and these were collated and described. Due to the small response rate, sophisticated 
statistical analysis of the data was not attempted. Rather, the intention of Survey One 
was to develop a picture of perceptions of knowledge flow.  
The Survey Design Group then met and reviewed my preliminary analysis. A member 
suggested analysing the responses by separating the senior researchers from the 
developing researchers, to see if there were differences in ways they learned and 
shared. Group members also made suggestions on how information could be 
graphically presented. They provided advice on which information to report back to the 
Divisional staff, considering what was likely to be of most interest to them. The analysis 
was communicated to all staff via a PowerPoint presentation at a staff meeting. 
Invitations were issued to join the next phase of the research project, to review the data 
analysis and determine useful interventions to enhance knowledge flow throughout the 
Division. 
3.7.6 The Intervention Design Group 
As a result of the invitation, the Intervention Design Group was formed in September 
2008. It consisted of three of the original members of the Survey Design Group, 
―Chris‖, ―Lisa‖ and ―Robyn‖, and two male research staff, ―Thomas‖, who was in the 
newly created role of Research Development Manager, and ―Mark‖ who had an 
IT/Research role. The purpose of this group was to review the data and determine 
useful interventions. In using the term ―interventions‖ I am reminded of Coghlan and 
Brannick‘s quote: ‗Every action, even the very intention and presence of research, is an 
intervention and has political implications across the system‘ (Coghlan & Brannick 
2005, p. 99). In this case, however, when I use the term ―interventions‖, I am referring 
to the specific actions that were taken to enhance knowledge flow. 
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I summarized the data analysis in report form, and provided a list of suggested 
questions that arose from the data, which were used to facilitate the initial discussion. 
The Group met eight times over the course of the year, between October 2008 and 
October 2009, to agree on actions, follow up implementation, and review progress. 
Five possible interventions emerged, these were: 
 Facilitate publication of research 
 Set up staff profiles on the intranet 
 Create secondment opportunities 
 Hold a research drawings 
 Create a research brochure 
The meetings were held monthly, for an hour to an hour and a half in length. They were 
all audio-taped and transcribed. When I asked group members for feedback, they said 
this time commitment was not onerous, and during even a one-hour meeting, we were 
able to make well-considered decisions and progress the project to the next stage. The 
meetings were a useful source of information for me to understand the Division. 
Anecdotes told provided insights into the group culture. The discussion helped to 
inform me of previous history and current activities in the group, changes occurring in 
the organization and their impact on the Division, the level of interest in knowledge 
sharing and how this project was viewed by others. This information guided us in 
judging when to seek support to progress the project and when to pull back, knowing 
there were other important events distracting the group. 
3.7.7 Interventions 
In November 2008, the Intervention Design Group presented to a staff meeting the five 
interventions they thought were most important to implement. These ideas had been 
subjected to rigorous scrutiny using an Evaluation Matrix (Appendix G), to check that 
they would enhance knowledge flow and were implementable.  The Group wanted to 
maximise the chance that the initiatives agreed would be well supported. Each staff 
member was given a sheet with the five initiatives and asked to rank them in order of 
importance to them, or add any other suggestions.  
Over the year that the Intervention Design Group met, the first four of those initiatives 
were developed, starting with ―Facilitating the publication of research‖.  The second 
initiative was to establish staff profiles on the intranet via the new Wiki technology to 
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improve each staff member‘s understandings of their colleagues‘ experience, 
knowledge and interests. A third focus of attention was creating secondment 
opportunities. Lastly, time was set aside for the Division to conduct a SWOT analysis, 
as part of future planning, which I facilitated. The impact of these interventions will be 
discussed in the findings.  
Staff members‘ level of engagement in the interventions that were developed was 
another source of data. In the Intervention Design Group meetings we discussed the 
degree of interest in the interventions and the difficulty of implementation. These 
discussions created a better understanding of how competing priorities can impede the 
implementation of knowledge flow initiatives. 
3.7.8 Second survey, November 2009 
Survey Two was administered 18 months after Survey One. The intention was to allow 
sufficient time for the accepted interventions to take effect, so their potential influence 
on knowledge flow could be assessed. The survey was again online, but this time I 
used Survey Monkey, which was more intuitive and easier to format. Of the 33 
research staff at that time, 25 staff responded to Survey Two. The same seven 
sections of questions were asked, but two new questions were added and there were 
two new learning and sharing initiatives for participants to rate. In section one, 
participants were asked whether they had completed the previous survey, and section 
6 included a question about the most significant positive change they had noticed 
regarding knowledge sharing within the Division, since the previous survey. 
‗Most Significant Change‘ (Davies & Dart 2005) is a methodology used in community 
development to gain an understanding of the value of interventions, such as the benefit 
to the lives of villagers of installing a well in their remote village. The aim of the 
methodology is to seek stories from individual participants, by asking a question such 
as: ―What was the most significant change and why?‖, then collecting these stories and 
sharing them as a group. The intention is to arrive at the change that is the most 
important to the group, and then explore why this is important. The process reinforces 
the values of the community and helps to identify initiatives that truly make a difference. 
Whilst the full process was not followed, due to lack of time, the question was included 
to understand what changes were perceived as most useful to the participants. 
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3.7.9 Analysis of both surveys 
The quantitative data from Section One, which included participants‘ demographic 
details, was collated using Excel, with the participant profile graphed to compare 
factors such as length of service, level and fraction of appointment. The questions from 
Section Three, ratings of learning and sharing, and questions from Section Six, on 
expectations at work and whether they had been met, were also analysed using Excel. 
The Survey Design Group reviewed the data and suggested that the responses to 
questions about learning and sharing and expectations at work be analysed according 
to grade classification, as they wanted to know whether those with more work 
experience would rate the factors different to those with less experience. This 
suggestion, and many others, demonstrated the value of engaging practitioners to 
review the data from their perspective and offer suggestions for further analysis. 
The answers to the questions in Section Two, which were ―Who do you know in the 
Division?‖ and ―Who do you go to for advice?‖ were plotted using NetDraw, a Social 
Network Analysis (SNA) software tool, that creates ―organigrams‖ (Borgatti 2002). This 
was used to understand the strength of relationships and determine whether there 
were any patterns in the types of people the research staff went to for advice. The SNA 
enabled me to view informal relationships and describe where the stronger and weaker 
ties were between people, and to see whether they had changed over time.  
Before utilising the tool, I attended a workshop by Optimice, who are experienced 
consultants in creating SNAs (Lee & Kjaer 2007). They explained that care needs to be 
taken in administering such a tool, because there is a tendency for participants to 
invest meaning in where they lie in the network, becoming anxious if they are seen as 
outliers or not as connected as they would like. It is important to hold a dialogue around 
the SNA rather than just publishing the data (Cross & Parker 2004). Prior to conducting 
the survey, I provided a sample SNA at a staff meeting so that individuals understood 
how their ratings would be represented. We were very explicit that this would be one of 
the outcomes from the survey, so participants were clear the information they provided 
would be shared in this way. 
Once we had the date I discussed with the Survey Design Group how to present the 
SNAs to staff, as we did not want to isolate those who might identify as outliers. I also 
met with the Division Manager to discuss the survey analysis in general and talk about 
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the SNAs. Even though by participating in the survey, staff had consented to having 
their information represented in an SNA, Group members and the Division Manager 
were still concerned about the potential negative effect of individuals being identified. 
Each person in an SNA can be coded in a variety of ways (i.e. by work group, gender, 
level of appointment, length of appointment and so on), so we had numerous options 
on how to present the network, rather than just locating the person as a dot and affixing 
their name.  
We decided to colour-code the individuals according to the research team they were in, 
and represent their grade classification by a shape. For example, a person who was 
paid as a Grade 4 researcher in Team B would be a red circle. We then affixed their 
initials only, to distinguish them. Whilst people could still identify individuals, it was 
difficult to do. Instead, we wanted the emphasis to be on the overall pattern of 
connections. This seemed to be a good compromise. As some Division members did 
not respond to the survey, the analysis of relationships in the SNA was incomplete, 
however, still provided a useful overall picture.  
Section Four, where participants were asked to list their current involvement in 
collaborative activities, such as writing publications, undertaking research and 
preparing grant applications, was placed into an alphabetical table according to the 
research project title, and the data examined to see whether there were patterns in 
terms of types of collaboration. This was intended to explore whether research staff 
were mostly collaborating with others in their own team, in other parts of the Division, 
with staff outside the Division (but within the organization) or with external 
collaborators. 
Section Six, on barriers and enablers to knowledge sharing, were open-ended 
questions seeking comments, so this data was grouped according to themes. This was 
an opportunity to gather in-depth data regarding what was working and not working in 
terms of knowledge sharing. The last section, the invitation to draw personal 
interpretations of knowledge flow in the Division, was intended to explore the value of 
using a visual medium, rather than words, to depict perceptions of knowledge flow.  
Drawing materials and return envelopes were left at the office for people to 
confidentially complete their own drawing and return directly to me.  
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3.7.10 Own reflections 
Throughout the four years of data collection I kept notes on my thoughts and feelings 
as I engaged with the Division, in the form of a learning journal, a well-documented 
method of reflective practice (Bolton 2005; Coghlan & Brannick 2005). Bolton notes the 
value of learning journal when ‗starting a new, big thing‘, as: 
...a flexible tool ...[which] helps in the grasping or filling out of vital issues which might 
otherwise become lost, and charts the development of personal learning…it helps clarify 
thinking,... identify needs, [and] …perceive links between knowledge/experience (2005, p. 
169). 
 
The journal included my written reflections as a consultant/researcher/facilitator on 
what I felt I did well or could have done differently, my level of confidence in the 
process I was encouraging others to engage in, what I learnt from the literature, and so 
on. An important part of the research was making sense of what I was doing, 
questioning how I was adding value, what was working and not working, how well I was 
influencing, and reflecting on my role. Bolton (2005, p. 7) describes the process of 
reflexivity as ‗finding strategies for looking at our own thought processes, values, 
prejudices and habitual actions, as if we were onlookers. It is a focusing closer and 
closer‘. During the final analysis stage, I typed up a transcript of all my journal entries 
relating to the project. With the value of hindsight and distance, I was able to reflect on 
the process I had facilitated and make sense of the experience from a fresh 
perspective. These reflections are captured in Chapter 5.   
3.8 Comments on literature 
A literature review was conducted at the start of the project in order to take an informed 
approach to designing and delivering the project. As is common in projects of this 
emergent nature, issues arose that were beyond the literature initially read. After 
drafting the findings, I undertook a second review of the literature to better understand 
how such issues have been understood and managed in similar projects, and reviewed 
related research theories and concepts. 
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4 THE RESEARCH SETTING 
 
The things we fear most in organizations – disruptions, confusion, chaos – need not be 
interpreted as signs we are about to be destroyed. Instead, these conditions are 
necessary to awaken creativity (Wheatley 1999, p. 21). 
 
The purpose of this chapter is to provide the organizational context in which the 
research took place. It provides a detailed account of the structure, culture and mission 
of the health organization in which the research took place and comments on 
significant changes that occurred during the research process.  
4.1 The organization 
The research was undertaken in a not-for-profit, multidisciplinary health organization 
which had existed for over 10 years. I commenced consulting to them in 2006 and 
launched the project about 18 months later. The organization consisted of four 
business units (Research, Education, Clinic and Services), each with a leader reporting 
to a CEO, who in turn reported to a 10-member Board. The CEO had been in the role 
for about three years, and was perceived as less of a micro-manager than the 
previous, long-serving CEO. Many members of the Executive Team had been working 
in the organization for over five years, with considerable expertise in their roles. 
Their mission was to promote and maximise the health and wellbeing of clients, and 
their vision was to become a world leader in the field. Strategic goals were set in 2006, 
which included: generating knowledge to promote health and wellbeing; undertaking 
critical applied research, with a view to gathering evidence that would positively 
influence policy, education and practice; developing stronger communities; and 
developing a robust organization. The organization was affiliated with a hospital and a 
university, and collaborated with some national research centres.  
The principles guiding the organization included ethical conduct, respectful behaviour, 
and fostering personal and professional growth as a way to achieve organizational 
growth. There was recognition of the importance of access to knowledge, and 
acknowledgement that this could be created in diverse ways. A strong desire to be of 
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service to clients and the wider community was evident. The organizational culture was 
genial, with people appearing to enjoy each other‘s company. There was evidence of 
social activity, such as a group who formed a sporting team that played regularly, 
drinks at the end of the week, staff lunches, and so forth. Over one quarter of the staff 
who participated in Survey One had worked in the organization for over five years. The 
Division had a friendly environment, and although people worked hard, most people 
appeared to be relaxed. People seemed to be passionate about their work and 
dedicated to providing a good service, and a strong social justice ethic pervaded the 
environment. At the time of the research, roles were being reviewed to create an 
opportunity for a career path for all employees, and some staff were undertaking 
postgraduate study. 
Whilst there was a strong collegial atmosphere, there also appeared to be an 
undercurrent of suspicion of senior management. I formed this view from interviews I 
had conducted with senior staff as part of the leadership development project, informal 
discussions, observing people at staff meetings and reviewing email correspondence. 
For example, the Human Resources Manager, a strong supporter of the research, was 
interested in participating in the project. However, members of the Survey Design 
Group questioned the value she might add and were concerned about confidentiality, 
hence she did not participate. 
The organization structure was reviewed in late 2007, to establish leaders for each of 
the four key business units, significantly reducing the number of direct reports to the 
CEO. The organizational objectives were broad, and deliberately not prescriptive, and 
goals set by each business unit had been translated into a business plan. There 
appeared to be little accountability, however, for delivering the organizational goals. 
Indeed, the leadership team appeared not to function as a cohesive group, according 
to feedback from others, and from my own observation when I attended a meeting. It 
appeared that there was little dialogue or enquiry at leadership meetings into ideas 
raised by the CEO. Rather, the leaders appeared to focus on their own business areas, 
rather than see their role as broadly supporting organizational goals. The Leadership 
Development Project which I coordinated helped to clarify the leadership capabilities 
required to influence policy and practice through education, research, clinical practice, 
and direct service provision, and thereby achieve the organizational vision of leading 
the field, which was being promoted by the CEO. 
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As has been the case in my experience working with a range of not-for-profit 
organizations, in this organization many senior staff appear to be overworked, dividing 
their time between attempting to complete projects which may not have been 
adequately funded in the first place, managing staff motivation in an environment of 
short-term funding, and simultaneously applying for project funding to sustain the 
organization and retain experienced and developing staff. A high degree of flux and 
uncertainty formed the backdrop to the research. By the time the data collection was 
underway, a series of events had destabilised the work environment. 
At the start of the study in 2007, prior to data collection, the organization was operating 
at a financial loss, experiencing an exodus of senior staff, and morale was plummeting. 
Ninety per cent of the organization‘s income came from government grants. The Board 
needed to address the deficit, and deliver products and services within the operating 
budget, or attract additional funding. Significant change was required for the 
organization to become sustainable. One particular area of the business was producing 
a significant loss, and there did not appear to be a way to change the service model. 
The attempt to ameliorate this fiscal problem led to the closure of the service. This 
service was regarded by many staff as meeting a critical social need that was not being 
addressed elsewhere in the community.  
The closure prompted considerable consternation among the staff, with many 
expressing a lack of faith in the leadership based on this decision. From comments at 
staff meetings held at this time, the closure of the service was not congruent with their 
view that the organization should continue to provide this critical social service to the 
community. Many staff expressed disappointment that a consultative decision-making 
process had not taken place. Several emails by individual staff were circulated within 
the organization expressing concern about this decision, which appeared to widen an 
increasing divide between the CEO and others.  
Whilst a lengthy consultation process followed in response to these concerns, it 
appeared to be a matter of ―too little too late‖. There were divergent views about the 
capability of the CEO to lead the organization to become sustainable. The CEO 
subsequently became ill and then resigned a few months later. During his leave there 
was an announcement that the Board and government were commissioning an 
organization review, and a senior administrator was appointed to lead the organization 
whilst the review was underway. At this time some key senior researchers left to 
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assume roles with competitors. An independent consultant was appointed to facilitate 
exploration of a potential amalgamation with another organization in late 2007, and 
merger discussions took place for the next 18 months. This was a particularly difficult 
time for the leaders, who were trying to sustain their programs and funding base, 
motivate staff, and self-manage when the organization‘s future as unclear.  
The work environment was very unsettled during this research process due to the loss 
of the CEO, who had been the organization‘s public figurehead, was a credible 
academic and a policy influencer; and also due to concern over the potential loss of 
identity and culture which might result from an amalgamation with a larger organization. 
Survey One was administered to the Division several months after the CEO had 
resigned, and at the early stages of the merger discussions. During discussions with 
the Intervention Design Group, the self-selected group of researchers who assisted 
with the study, talk would often turn to the potential amalgamation, when the decision 
would be made, how they were coping and the general impact of being in a ―neutral 
zone‖, not knowing the organization‘s – and their - future. The second survey was 
administered immediately after an agreement had been made to merge with a much 
larger, diverse organization, comprising some 50 entities.  
4.2 The Research Division 
The focus of the study was the Research Division, shown in Figure 6, made up of four 
teams, here known as Team A, B, C and D. The Division Manager, who was newly 
appointed, oversaw the whole research program, and directly managed the largest 
team, Team B. Team D had been without a manager for some time, and so the 
Division Manager was also managing this team. The Team C Manager, who had a 
part-time appointment and was a peer of the CEO in terms of research experience and 
status, reported directly to the CEO (indicated by a dotted line to the Division 
Manager). The Team A Manager also effectively reported to the CEO, bypassing the 
Division Manager, because of the seniority of the appointment, although the actual 
reporting line was to the Division Manager (shown by the solid line). In effect, the 
functional relationship between the Division Manager and two of the subordinate 
managers was that of colleagues.  
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Figure 6: Research Division organization chart, at commencement of research 
 
These reporting relationships were unusual in many respects. The number of direct 
reports to the Division Manager was very high. In addition, the Division Manager did 
not have formal authority over the staff who managed two of the research teams. The 
implications of this arrangement were not obvious at the onset of the study, but 
became apparent later, and are discussed further in this section. 
There were frustrations expressed by Team B members that the Division Manager had 
little time to focus on their specific group, because of involvement at the Executive level 
- particularly once the amalgamation discussions were underway. These comments 
emerged from the survey findings and from discussions with the Design Groups. The 
Division Manager was juggling several responsibilities: (1) assisting in the leadership of 
the organization, which was undergoing a major change; (2) leading the Division and 
dealing with the politics of the ambiguous reporting arrangements; (3) leading her own, 
large team, with one of the most senior researchers away on long-term leave; and (4) 
maintaining her own research activity in the field.  
The focus of researchers in this Division was on acquiring and disseminating new 
knowledge to enhance their field, with knowledge sharing an integral part of their role. 
As a knowledge-intensive organization, enabling knowledge flow was important, and 
the nature of their project work was based on collaboration. When this research project 
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was introduced to the Division, one of the Team Manager‘s commented that this was a 
unique set of staff members to study in terms of understanding knowledge flow in an 
organization, because for researchers, creating knowledge was their primary purpose. 
In other work groups, acquiring and disseminating knowledge might be useful, but may 
not be an essential part of the role.  
Researchers are often curious people who acquire expertise through higher education 
and experience. The researcher develops a reputation by acquiring his/her expertise, in 
the form of producing reports and publications, disseminating knowledge through 
presentations, providing peer support, and involvement in professional networks. The 
development of the developing researcher‘s knowledge base in this organization was 
largely dependent on peer collaboration, with early experience often (but not always) 
obtained by assisting established researchers in their work. This included observing 
their practices and carrying out lower level research activities, such as data collection 
and first level analysis. The career progression of the developing researcher was 
dependent on their publication record, success in attracting grants, achievement of 
postgraduate qualifications, and participation in professional organizations and 
conferences. 
There were several pressures on the Division. They were largely reliant on government 
grants, they were finding it difficult to retain senior staff, and existing staff were trying to 
establish academic credentials by undertaking postgraduate study and increasing 
publication output. The Division Manager was keen to engage in this study, and was 
actively exploring ways to improve cooperation amongst the four teams. 
Some researchers in this not-for-profit organization identified as academics, and their 
comments suggested that they felt disadvantaged not working in a university. Some 
Team Managers had affiliations with universities, which enabled them to have 
academic titles, and they competed with academics in other research centres for 
project funding. Among the developing researchers, however, there were concerns that 
they did not have the supportive infrastructure to acquire new knowledge (ie. access to 
a library, conference funding, professional development or internal research funding), 
the status of academic titles, or the possibility of tenure (although permanent 
appointments in universities are less common now). Rather, they were highly 
dependent on short-term grants to maintain employment, working from project to 
project, and trying to publish and present papers in between meeting project 
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obligations. Many had not yet attained a doctorate, reducing their competitiveness in 
the sector, especially when applying for major grant funding. The resource constraints 
and focus on short-term funding appeared to contribute to a stressful work life.  
The culture of the Division was described by the CEO as not like an academic culture. 
He viewed academia as like a vocation, rather than a job, with a willingness to 
undertake research beyond ―9 to 5‖ in order to publish and build a profile. He 
considered that you needed to have the work ethic of writing outside 9 to 5 if you were 
going to contribute to the body of knowledge. Whereas, there was the expectation in 
this group that one should be able to write in work time. This divergence of opinions 
created tension, because some staff I talked to felt that their career progression was 
hampered. On the positive side, many staff members had worked in the organization 
for several years, were knowledgeable, passionate and committed to their work, and 
appeared to have strong social bonds. They appeared to enjoy working with like-
minded people in this organization, despite the stressors. They also enjoyed flexible 
working conditions, and were located in an inner city location close to public transport, 
access to good coffee, and places to socialize after work. 
As indicated, the broad organizational goals were translating research into practice, 
influencing policy direction and educating workers in the sector, but these had not been 
translated into specific aims of the Division. Rather, each of the four research teams 
worked independently on their projects, sometimes competing with each other for grant 
funding, rather than taking a collaborative approach. One team was focussed on 
applied research, another on statistical analysis, another on policy development and 
another on external project evaluation. There were clearly areas of overlap between 
the teams, but at the outset of this research project, there appeared to be little active 
collaboration in terms of learning from each other‘s capabilities, networks and projects, 
and the Division‘s goals were unclear. In fact, at the first meeting of the Survey Design 
Group, members were surprised to learn that there was a small team focussed on 
international research located in one of the other buildings the organization leased. I 
was surprised that in an organization of only 200 people that this team was not known 
to the other researchers.  
The Survey Design Group felt that neither the effort in engaging in research nor the 
research outcomes were being recognized by leaders. A comment was made at an 
early Design Group meeting that ‗no-one knows what anyone else is doing‘. ―Chris‖, a 
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Design Group member, commented that the organization should take heed of the 
practice of a local University, where a ratings system was in place to recognize 
academics who submitted grants and publications, not just those who successfully 
received grants and published. This would provide recognition for effort, not just 
outcomes, which were often very difficult to achieve, due to intense competition. 
A hidden divide, which became apparent following the administration of Survey One, 
was the difference between the senior researchers‘ experience of learning and sharing 
at work, and that of the developing researchers. In the first staff meeting I attended to 
discuss the project, in the survey findings, in Intervention Design Group meetings, and 
in general conversation, a dearth of senior researchers was noted as a serious risk to 
enhancing knowledge flow, receiving project funding and delivering outcomes. There 
was a strong desire to retain senior researchers. Some highly experienced researchers 
had left, and attracting experienced researchers was difficult. Many of those who had 
left the organization had doctorates, putting them in a more competitive position to find 
other research roles. The senior staff who were in the Division were often too time-
constrained to spend a lot of time assisting developing researchers. So there was a 
―catch-22‖ situation; unless they devoted time to develop others the senior staff would 
remain over-stretched and therefore at risk in terms of their own career paths. 
In embarking on the study, the Division Manager cautioned me that any interventions 
that were developed as a result of the survey findings needed to take into consideration 
the limited free time staff members had, and therefore to be realistic. A key in planning 
the study was to understand how to engage people, whilst respecting that they were 
under considerable time pressure. With prior experience working in a research centre 
solely reliant on grant funding, I understood their pressures. Any seemingly peripheral 
activity needed to be weighed against taking time away from their core business.  
In retrospect, of the Team Managers, only the Division Manager was overtly committed 
to the project. Whilst one of the objectives of the organization was to foster 
collaborative engagement, doing this was a challenge. Not only were people focused 
on completing their own work, some were busy trying to publish, others were preparing 
conference papers, some were working on their doctorates and many were distracted 
by the uncertainty of the organization‘s ongoing viability. For those leading the research 
teams there were significant additional responsibilities: the need to sustain a high 
workload; pressure to attract funding to secure ongoing employment of staff and 
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maintain ongoing projects; the demands of the internal project management role; the 
role of managing and motivating staff; and the need to develop a leadership profile in 
the sector, so that funding would continue.  
4.3 Significant changes 
Shortly after Survey Two was administered to the Division, the Division Manager 
resigned, after taking several weeks‘ personal leave. A new organizational structure 
was created, rather than replacing the previous person. Within the year following, 
several other senior staff left. Anecdotes suggest that there were distinct cultural 
differences between this organization and the larger organization with which they 
amalgamated, which created discontent. The culture of the new, larger, organization 
appeared to be regimented. For example, they extended irrelevant policies and 
procedures to this organization, such as instituting wearing name tags, even though 
customer contact in most business areas was very low. Moreover, although there had 
been assurances prior to the amalgamation that there would be consultation over 
changes, this did not occur. Of the four original members of the Intervention Design 
Group, one moved to another position within the organization, one resigned, and one 
took extended leave, leaving only one person with whom to discuss the research 
findings from Survey Two. This person also noted that the Divisional power dynamics 
had completely changed. The remaining Team Managers‘ power had increased and 
Team B, formerly led by the Division Manager, was left languishing. She noted that it 
was as if they were being ‗punished‘ for their previous ‗power‘, presumably of having 
direct access to the Division Manager. She described the situation as ‗us against them‘, 
as if the Managers were enjoying the ‗demise‘ in attention to this previously strong and 
successful research team. 
I also talked to the previous Division Manager several months after her departure. She 
agreed that there had been no overall mission for the Division, despite her efforts to 
unite the four research teams. Rather, each research team had its own priorities, and 
indeed they sometimes competed with each other for grant funds. She acknowledged 
that her authority had been limited, partly because of the nature of the appointments of 
two of the research team managers, who effectively reported directly to the CEO, 
surpassing her authority.  
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4.4 Summary of organizational context 
There are several salient organizational influences that potentially affected the 
research project. One was the investigation into the organization‘s long-term viability, 
triggered by financial stress. This resulted in a reduction in services to minimise losses, 
leading to accusations that staff were insufficiently consulted about this decision, and 
followed by the CEO‘s resignation due to ill health. Rather than recruit a leader with a 
similar academic profile, the Board contracted an operational manager whose focus 
was to create a sustainable business model. The environment was further clouded by 
merger discussions, which extended over an 18-month period.  
Another factor was the seemingly unworkable structure of the Research Division, which 
consisted of four teams. Two of the team managers were senior in position to the 
Division Manager, and also had a dual reporting line to the CEO, which meant that it 
was difficult for the Division Manager to wield authority over all Divisional staff. There 
also appeared to a lack of collaboration between the research team leaders, who each 
had different research interests. This was reflected in no explicit Divisional goals. In 
addition, the Division Manager directly led the largest of the four teams, whilst also 
acting as the manager for Team D, while this role was vacant, diminishing her time for 
strategic planning. 
A third element was the high turnover of senior staff, as will be discussed in the 
findings chapter. This further compounded the pressures on the Division and Team 
Managers, who were striving to increase project income to maximise organizational 
viability, retain staff during a period of low morale, and maintain a competitive profile in 
the sector despite the organizational instability. The Divisional Manager stressed at the 
outset of the project that the staff, half of whom worked part-time, were time-poor, and 
their focus should be on effective project management. 
In this flux, one might expect difficulties in shifting staff focus to knowledge sharing, a 
higher-order activity, when their attention was on retaining their roles and keeping the 
organization afloat. However, when I consider other public sector organizations to 
which I have consulted, uncertainty has been the norm rather than the exception. Had I 
have chosen a different research setting it is likely there also would have been 
upheavals to contend with. Whilst it is important to understand that this was the context 
for this study complexity, and even chaos, are business realities. In fact, the distraction 
of this project was, for some, a beacon of hope in a time of relentless change. 
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5 SURVEY FINDINGS AND INTERVENTIONS 
 
…studying knowledge in organizations is like seeing silence in a world of noise. It 
essentially amounts to understanding the subtle interaction between background and 
foreground, absence and presence, order and disorder within an organized setting... 
Understanding such relationships implies acknowledging the fact that the more 
something is obvious the more it is hidden to observation; the more we get closer to the 
picture, the less we notice; the more we know the less we see. Like silence, knowledge is 
seductive and elusive at the same time (Patriotta 2003, p. 6). 
 
This findings chapter is in three sections. I describe the survey (Survey One) that was 
created in collaboration with the Survey Design Group to understanding staff 
perceptions of the state of knowledge flow in their Division. The development of the 
interventions by the Intervention Design Group is then discussed. The results of Survey 
Two, which was administered 18 months after Survey One, are then analysed and the 
changes between surveys are compared. The respondents to the surveys are referred 
to as participants, as there was a high level of engagement of staff in the project, rather 
than just responding to a survey. I had met with all staff on two occasions, worked 
closely with seven of them on the survey design, analysis and interventions, and of 
course, knew the Division Manager well. 
5.1 Survey One 
In May 2008, an online survey was administered to all staff members in the Research 
Division to ascertain their experiences of knowledge sharing at work. This initial survey 
is referred to as Survey One, and was created in collaboration with the Survey Design 
Group. Following the administration of Survey One, the Survey Design Group 
commented on my preliminary analysis of the survey findings and offered further 
suggestions on how to review the data. This section outlines the survey structure, 
describes perceptions of knowledge flow, and suggests areas for improvement. 
Survey One (Appendix B) consisted of 25 questions and covered the following areas: 
 Participant demographics (6 questions) 
 Who do you know? Who do you go to for advice? (2 questions) 
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 How do you learn and share? (4 questions) 
 Nature of collaborative activities (4 questions) 
 Expectations of work and how well they were met (5 questions) 
 Barriers to knowledge sharing (1 question) 
 Encouragements for knowledge sharing (1 question) 
 Comments about knowledge sharing (1 question) 
 What does knowledge flow look like? (optional drawing) 
The questions were designed to explore the conditions in the ‗Model of cultural 
conditions to facilitate knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3, p.59), based on encouraging 
knowledge flow at the following levels, as I wanted to know how well learning and 
sharing was occurring within and beyond the organizational hierarchy: 
 Individual 
 Team 
 Division 
 Organization  
 Sector 
The findings are structured according to the following headings: 
1. Relationships 
2. Sources of knowledge 
3. Ways of learning and sharing 
4. Expectations of work and how well they were met 
5. Differences between staff 
6. Collaborative activity 
7. Depiction of knowledge flow 
8. Knowledge-sharing barriers and enablers 
5.1.1 Relationships 
In Survey One, participants were asked to rate how well they knew other members of 
the Division on a 4-point scale, where 1 = not at all, 2 = not very well, 3 = fairly well, 
and 4 = very well. Figure 7, known as a Social Network Analysis (SNA), maps the 
participants who were rated as ―very well‖ known. In an SNA each link is called a tie, 
and this maps the strongest ties (4 on the 4-point scale). Each arrow shows the 
direction of a rating.  Each node represents a person, and the larger the node, the 
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greater the number of people who rated them as ―very well known‖. I have labelled 
―developing‖ researchers as those classified on the salary scale at Grade 1 to 5, and 
―senior‖ researchers classified at Grade 6 or above. For example, on the top of the 
SNA, no. 13, a developing researcher in Team B, rated no. 4, also a developing 
researcher in their team, as someone they knew very well. Number 29, the Division 
Manager, and also the Team B Manager, also knew both of these staff very well. There 
were four people in the team who many others knew very well: the Division Manager 
(no. 29), the Receptionist (no. 23 in the middle) and two senior researchers in Team B 
(no. 14 and no. 22).  
 
 
 
 
Legend: 
Blue - Team A  
Red - Team B 
Black – Team C  
Green – Team D 
 Division Manager 
Team Manager 
Senior researcher 
Developing researcher 
Figure 7: Strong relationships (i.e. know colleague very well), Survey One 
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The interest in undertaking the SNA was to reveal patterns in relationships among staff 
members. In introducing the concept of SNA to all staff prior to administering the 
survey, it was explained that the better you know someone, provided you have a 
positive relationship, the more likely you will feel comfortable seeking help or sharing 
information with them.  
Figure 8 shows how many participants to Survey One rated other staff members as 
―not known at all‖, what are called weak ties. The larger the node, the greater number 
of people rated this staff member as ―not known at all‖. The Division Manager, in the 
top left hand corner, has no weak ties, whereas nine members of the Division were 
rated by 10 or more other staff members as ―not known at all‖.  These nine people were 
either new to the organization, worked largely offsite and/or worked two days or less a 
week. 
 
 
 
Legend: 
Blue - Team A  
Red - Team B 
Black – Team C  
Green – Team D 
 Division Manager 
Team Manager 
Senior researcher 
Developing researcher 
Figure 8: Weak ties, Survey One 
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+ 
5.1.2 Sources of knowledge 
Participants in Survey One were asked to rate how well their expectations of 
Knowledge within the Division were met. Sixty-eight per cent said they were ―met‖ or 
―mostly met‖. To find out where participants sought knowledge, they were asked to 
name up to six people they went to for advice (Figure 9). These included people within 
their team, within the Division, within the organization or within other organizations. The 
resulting SNA reveals a very different network of connections from that shown in the 
organization chart, which illustrates formal reporting lines (Figure 10). 
 
 
 
 
Legend: 
Blue - Team A  
Red - Team B 
Black – Team C  
Green – Team D 
Pink – Organization 
Purple – Ex-Org‘n 
Orange - External 
 Division Manager 
Team Manager 
Senior researcher 
Developing researcher 
Organization member (Org) 
Ex-organization member (Ex-Org) 
External to organization (Ex) 
Figure 9: Advice givers, Survey One 
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Figure 10: Organization chart at time of Survey One 
 
 
When I showed the Division Manager the Survey One SNAs she realized that the other 
key advice giver, a Grade 7 researcher, was overloaded by staff consulting her for 
advice, even though she was not in a formal management role. The Division Manager 
was influenced by this SNA to make changes to the Team B structure, based on an 
increased understanding of the organizational dynamics. When another senior 
researcher returned from leave, the Division Manager delegated formal management 
responsibility to her to relieve the Grade 7 Researcher, who had been acting informally 
as a principal advisor. 
Figure 11 shows what might happen to the flow of knowledge if these two key advice-
givers were missing. This diagram illustrates the risks in over-relying on a few advice-
givers, or the potential ―leakiness‖ of knowledge (Szulanski 1996). One of these was 
the Division Manager. Of course if she left, she would be replaced, as would the other 
staff member, however the reason people go to others for advice is often a result of 
many years building up a relationship, the level of trust that exists, the networks they 
have access to and their openness to sharing (Cross & Parker 2004). 
. 
 
Research Division 
Manager 
Team A Manager + 
8 staff 
Team B - 15 staff 
Managed by 
Division Manager 
Team C Manager + 
3 staff 
Team D - 8 staff 
Managed by 
Division Manager 
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Figure 11: Advice givers, with 2 key advice-givers missing, Survey One 
Legend: 
Blue - Team A  
Red - Team B 
Black – Team C  
Green – Team D 
Pink – Organization 
Purple – Ex-Org‘n 
Orange - External 
 Division Manager 
Team Manager 
Senior researcher 
Developing researcher 
 
Organization member (Org) 
Ex-organization member (Ex-Org) 
External to organization (Ex) 
+ 
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5.1.3 Learning and sharing 
Participants were asked to rate the usefulness of the 36 different types of learning and 
sharing available, organized by level: team, Division, organization and outside the 
organization. A 5-point scale was employed, where 1 was ―not at all useful‖ and 5 was 
―always useful‖. Participants appeared to be reasonably satisfied with the learning and 
sharing mechanisms at the team level, as shown in Figure 12. Five participants 
described their team colleagues positively, using adjectives including helpful, 
supportive, approachable, inclusive and collaborative. There were suggestions that 
knowledge sharing could be improved, with three participants mentioning the negative 
impact of staff leaving, reducing the access to expertise, diminishing the vibrancy of the 
team, and resulting in variations to learning/sharing. Another comment was: 
‗Information sharing is usually done at the team meetings.  Unfortunately ... these do 
not happen as regularly as they used to...‘ (Participant, Survey One). 
The highest rated ways of learning and sharing, summarized in Table 4 were in the 
team.  Intentional methods of learning that were beyond the organization, such as 
using the internet, formal study and attending seminars were also useful. An emerging 
pattern was the value of informal communication to learning and sharing.  
 
Table 4: Top ratings of useful ways of learning and sharing, Survey One 
*Percentages are the sum of ―always useful‖ plus ―mostly useful‖ ratings   
Level Top 12 ways of learning and sharing % of 
responses* 
Team Communicate informally with peers 96% 
 Observe my peers 93% 
 Communicate informally with manager 93% 
 Meet with peers 93% 
 Meet with team 89% 
 Meet with manager 81% 
Division Communicate informally with Division peers 81% 
Organization Communicate informally with peers in organization 85% 
Outside the organization Access internet 96% 
 Attend seminars, conferences, workshops, short courses 86% 
 Meet with peers outside organization 81% 
 Participate in formal study 81% 
 113 
 
 
Figure 12: Usefulness of learning and sharing in my team, Survey One
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Only three out of the 36 ways to learn and share in the survey were rated as ―not at all 
useful‖. These were Observing my team manager, Observing the Divisional Manager 
and Attending a Divisional meeting.  These ratings were given by four people. Despite 
the fact that informal communication appeared to be working well, the ratings and 
comments in Survey One reflected the desire for all Divisional staff to meet more 
frequently. Barriers to learning and sharing were insufficient time, lack of access to staff 
in other teams and limited sharing within the Division, as in these comments: 
We don‘t meet or communicate as a group well, so knowledge is only shared by 
individual relationships forged by individual people (Participant, Survey One). 
Only barrier is the program area division. I feel less comfortable approaching somebody 
for help or knowledge if they are outside [name of my team]. Sometimes I will if I 
specifically need something … but most of the time, I will try and find the answer from 
someone within [name of my team] first (Participant, Survey One). 
Apart from [the Learning Forum] there are no formal mechanisms set up for knowledge 
sharing. We need an alternative to [the staff meeting] …Need to create a forum for 
knowledge sharing where junior researchers are not intimidated (this happened at old 
staff meetings) (Participant, Survey One). 
 
On the whole the elements of learning and sharing that were rated were mostly useful. 
The ratings of expectations of work, however, were low in a few key elements. 
5.1.4 Expectations of work 
Participants were asked to rate how well their expectations were met on a total of 34 
different elements on a scale of 1 to 4, where 1 was ―meets no expectations‖ and 4 was 
―meets all expectations‖. This level of detail was intentional, so that the results would 
pinpoint specific expectations that were not being met. The 34 elements were divided 
into five levels, as in Figure 3: Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (p. 59): 
 Their role (12 elements, including Job satisfaction, My opportunity to have a say) 
 Their team (7 elements, including The way people enquire into views of others) 
 The Division (7 elements, including Clarity of Divisional goals) 
 The organization (5 elements, including Collaborative activity within the 
organization) 
 External collaboration (3 elements, including Learning from others outside the 
organization) 
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I deliberately asked about expectations rather than degree of satisfaction, as one can 
be highly satisfied with an aspect of work, but if that element is not important, then the 
response is not meaningful. For example, when rating the team, one person wrote: 
I have low expectations of our team at the moment, given we are so fragmented... most 
of these things aren't happening but I don't expect too much of us... (Participant, Survey 
One). 
 
The ratings for ―most expectations met‖ were added to ―all expectations met‖ as they 
were both considered to be positive indicators. As can be seen in Figure 13, in Survey 
One most participants had their expectations met and job satisfaction was high. At the 
other end of the scale over half of the participants rated Time I have in the work day to 
learn and share with others as meeting ―some‖ or ―no‖ expectations. When reviewing 
the demographics of those who gave these ratings, the opportunities to share and learn 
appeared to be more limited for part-time and off-site staff. Given that half of the 
participants worked part-time, this was a critical problem. In Survey One, five people 
commented that their part-time status modified their expectations of their role and was 
an inhibitor to engaging in knowledge sharing activities, as follows: 
Most people are part time and busy with own projects and this may affect the expediency 
with which knowledge is shared (Participant, Survey One). 
 Time constraints (working part time?) mean that it is difficult to keep up with activities and 
work being undertaken by those outside our smaller team. As I don't work on days when 
seminars are run I tend to miss [name of specialist seminar series] and [name of 
organization seminar series] more often than I'd like (Participant, Survey One). 
Quite often I feel overworked and stressed for time, but that's probably expected 
considering I only work 10 hours a week (Participant, Survey One). 
I work 2 days per week, realistically, there is not much time for doing any extra projects, 
etc.  I accept this as I can't physically do much more during those 2 days (Participant, 
Survey One). 
So little time to do anything other than project work....Since going part-time these extra 
activities almost impossible (Participant, Survey One). 
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 Figure 13: Percentage of staff whose expectations were met, Survey One  
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The survey asked participants to rate their expectations regarding the Contribution of 
the physical space to learning and sharing with others. The responses suggested that 
the physical space was not optimal to learning and sharing, with only 54% rating this 
element as ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖. This was reflected in the first meeting of the Survey 
Design Group, when one team room was described as ‗like a library‘: 
Chris: It‘s like there is a sign ―do not enter‖ on the door. 
Lisa: I‘ve never gone in there! 
Serena: There‘s a hierarchy down the room – on one side senior researchers – [you] only 
talk to people on one side of the room 
 
One participant suggested improving seating arrangements to enable greater sharing. 
The physical space was more problematic for senior staff, with 33% rating their 
expectations as ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖, compared to 67% of the developing researchers.  
When combining expectations ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ within the groups, the highest 
ratings given were the availability of knowledge. The areas that rated lowest were 
learning/sharing with others, collaborative activity in the Division and the organization, 
and clarity of team, Divisional and organizational goals. Over one quarter of the 
participants rated some aspects of learning and sharing at the Divisional level as ―no 
expectations met‖.  
The ratings and comments also revealed concerns about the organization‘s leadership. 
In fact, no-one rated that all their expectations were met on any of the elements at the 
organizational level. One participant described the organization as ‗the Titanic‘ in 
relation to the loss of staff and another noted the difficulty liaising with different 
business units, whilst another expressed hope for the future: 
Without wishing to sound like an annoying Pollyanna, I think the challenge of rebuilding a 
run-down [name of organization] will ultimately be good for the organization, because it 
will force everyone to look very carefully at the evolving values, culture, purpose and aims 
of [name of organization], and where they sit as individuals in relation to that (Participant, 
Survey One). 
 
In addition, half of the participants gave low ratings in terms of their expectations of 
collaboration with others outside the organization, suggesting this required attention. 
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5.1.5 Differences between staff 
On receipt of the interim survey analysis, the Survey Design Group suggested that the 
data be re-examined to see if there were differences between the experiences of senior 
researchers and developing researchers in how they learned and shared knowledge 
with others, and also how they rated their expectations of their role. There were 
differences between what senior and developing researchers rated as ―mostly‖ or 
―always useful‖ ways of learning and sharing, and how well their expectations were 
met. Key differences were considered to be a 20%+ difference in average ratings 
between the two groups. For the sample sizes in the survey, a 20% difference would 
be approximately statistically significant at the 5% level.  
Whilst the combined figures showed that many informal and formal ways of learning 
and sharing were considered useful (see Table 4), Error! Reference source not 
ound. reveals that senior researchers, who were half of the participants, rated some 
avenues less highly.  
 
Figure 14: Key differences between developing and senior researchers in ways of 
learning and sharing, Survey One 
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The key difference was they rated Observing their team manager as helpful, possibly 
as they were closer career-wise to progressing to a team manager role. In contrast, 
developing researchers relied more on peers for learning and sharing, which may be 
explained by their career stage. Figure 15 shows the key differences between cohorts 
in terms of expectations met. For example, only 54% of senior staff in Survey One had 
their expectations ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ when rating Resources to do my job, compared 
to 80% of the developing researchers. Whereas, a higher percentage of senior staff 
had their expectations ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ for Encouragement to engage in 
collaborative activity, External collaboration and Knowledge within the organization, 
suggesting that they were learning more from colleagues outside the organization, than 
from within. 
Ratings of expectations met that were similarly high for both cohorts were: Job 
satisfaction, Utilization of skills and knowledge, and Knowledge in the team, whereas 
ways of sharing and learning within the organization (e.g. staff meetings, intranet) were 
rated low by both groups. 
5.1.6 Collaborative activity 
In designing questions to ascertain the level of collaborative activity within the Division, 
the Survey Design Group decided to include evidence of collaborative effort, not just 
the output (i.e., published papers or grants received), as they considered focusing on 
output too narrow. Collaborative activity was defined as an activity where two or more 
people work together toward achieving a common goal. Activities included projects in 
discussion or underway, grants applied for, publications being drafted or recently 
submitted, or other collaborative ventures. The aims were to describe the level of 
collaborative activity at that point in time and to see if this changed over the 18-month 
period, and to explore participants‘ expectations of collaborative activity. 
The ratings of collaborative activity differed, depending on who the collaboration was 
with. At the team level, 75% said their expectations were ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖. 
However, at the Divisional level this dropped to only 32%, which was worse than 
collaboration at the organizational level (36%) or with those outside (54%). When 
asked to rate Encouragement from manager to collaborate, 71% said ―all‖ or ―most‖ of 
their expectations were met, however comments differed on how well collaboration was 
supported. One person said they were strongly encouraged to collaborate with others 
outside the organization; another said it was difficult to collaborate with people in
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Figure 15: Key differences between senior and developing researchers in terms of expectations being met, Survey One
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agencies who were busy; and a third participant said it was up to each staff member to 
initiate collaboration, as the organization did not actively support collaboration.  
According to Survey One, there were 41 collaborative projects in progress, with high 
external collaboration, yet low collaboration with colleagues within the organization. 
This is partly understandable because of the different focus of the other business units 
(e.g. education, service delivery), but was surprising given the organization‘s goals 
were to apply research knowledge to their practice. The lack of collaboration between 
the Division and another business unit was noted, as follows: 
I think that research could have a bigger role in informing and educating the [name of 
other business unit] - telling the [business unit] about research findings - particularly if 
they are practical. Would help to open dialogue between the two groups. Also to have 
research pick the [other business unit‘s] brains about particular areas. This type of 
learning and sharing does not seem to happen at all within [name of organization] and I 
am not particularly sure why this is, or whether there is a good reason for this (Participant, 
Survey One). 
There are some problems with 'sharing‘ within [name of organization]. There are 
communication issues between senior management and other members of staff. Also 
some major problems with communication between research staff and [name of business 
unit] staff. Within research the knowledge sharing is great, it's when we look beyond that 
the trouble appears (Participant, Survey One). 
 
Of the 31 publications reported to be in progress, nearly half involved the Division 
Manager (14/31), suggesting that others relied on her to publish. There were 18 other 
projects that involved external organizations, such as: universities, agencies, 
professional associations, a ―practice‖ network, organization-wide learning and 
development activities, and generating grant ideas.  
5.1.7 Depiction of knowledge flow 
Participants were invited to depict their experience of knowledge sharing in a drawing. 
Paper and crayons were left in each of the office areas, with a return envelope.  Only 
five responses were received, with one person doing two drawings (Appendix H: 
Drawings of knowledge flow). These were anonymous, to encourage responses, and 
participants were not asked to explain their drawings. They were invited to do so later, 
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however no-one responded to requests. Following are my speculations on their 
meanings:  
1. One person drew multiple informal and formal connections; including their own with 
another team, staff meetings, the union, another business unit in the organization, 
as well as the smokers and Friday night drinks, using a lot of colour and movement. 
2. The second drawing from the same person depicted a static circle of computers 
with a person‘s face oriented towards each computer. A small group of people were 
shown in the middle interacting, with two people sharing an idea (light bulb over 
their heads). The word ―imbalance‖ was written at the bottom, suggesting some 
sharing was occurring but not as much as was depicted in the previous drawing. 
3. One person drew disconnected organization charts – with one person in the centre 
of each and a cluster of individuals ―reporting‖ to each central figure. Some of these 
groups were connected to each other, whilst others were separated by a bubble or 
a line. One group of people were connected in a circle, suggesting less of a 
hierarchy, and another had five ―people‖ all in the same colour but four of these 
were crossed out, leaving only one, which could represent people leaving the team. 
4. One person drew four different coloured shapes each connected by a different 
coloured line or arrow, suggesting that there might be some stronger connections 
and some weaker connections, but giving the appearance of a fluid structure. 
5. One person drew a chain of colourful people smiling, suggesting a happy group. 
6. One person drew a large eye on the left and a person in a box surrounded by black 
on the right, with blood dripping from their mouth and pooling at their feet. This 
stark and disturbing portrayal of a wounded person under a menacing eye 
suggested suffering under the eye of ―big brother‖. 
The drawings show mixed representations of knowledge flow; from joyful depictions of 
happy groups and multiple learning and sharing opportunities, to fragmented and 
destructive organizational dynamics. 
5.1.8 Knowledge-sharing barriers and enablers 
An open question was asked to elicit perceptions of the barriers to knowledge sharing 
within the Division. The following six themes emerged, described in order of the 
number of comments made: 
 Lack of time 
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 Lack of explicit emphasis on knowledge sharing 
 Lack of access to staff in other teams 
 Lack of senior staff 
 Being part-time or working offsite 
 Not knowing who people are 
Lack of time seemed to relate to busy workloads and the fact that over half the 
participants were part-timers. Time in the work day to learn and share was rated the 
lowest of the expectations met in one‘s role (see Figure 13). One participant made the 
interesting comment that this could be an excuse, noting in answer to the question 
about barriers: ‗I could say lack of time, but I think it‘s a lack of imagination and 
determination to make engaging opportunities‘ (Participant, Survey One). 
A second theme was the limited attention to knowledge sharing in the Division: 
Knowledge sharing just for the sake of it does lose out when planning my limited time 
here. The way that hours worked are allocated to a project means that general 
knowledge sharing ‗time‘ ends up being allocated to a specific project – this is a barrier to 
feeling free about spending time doing this in a general sense (Participant, Survey One). 
 
Lack of access to staff in other teams was reflected in four comments, and two of these 
suggested that people work in ―silos‖, collaborating only with staff in their own team: 
Only barrier is the program area division [i.e. team structure]. I feel less comfortable 
approaching somebody for help or knowledge if they are outside (my team). Sometimes I 
will if I specifically need something...but most of the time, I will try and find the answer 
from someone within (my team) first (Participant, Survey One). 
 
The considerable impact of highly skilled, experienced and knowledgeable people 
leaving the Division was also described, which increased the reliance on remaining 
senior staff, and meant that developing staff had fewer mentors. Being a part-timer was 
also perceived as an inhibitor to engaging in knowledge-sharing activities.  
Finally, not knowing one‘s colleagues in the Division was a barrier mentioned by four 
people. Interestingly, only one of those people was new to the organization:  
You need to get to know the person on an informal level before you start to share 
knowledge. This takes time and energy (Participant, Survey One). 
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Lack of familiarity with research staff, what current research projects are being conducted 
and similar issues (Participant, Survey One). 
Access to all staff and understanding their roles (Participant, Survey One). 
Not always knowing who to approach about a particular topic (Participant, Survey One). 
These comments suggested they didn‘t always know who knew what, either because 
the participant was new to the organization, their colleagues were new, their colleagues 
worked part-time or off-site, or the nature of their research interests meant that they did 
not interact. Whilst not knowing others was perceived as a barrier to knowledge sharing 
for some, others made comments about the supportive environment: 
A lot of it is to do with building good work relationships for yourself. If you choose to be 
open, respectful and helpful towards your colleagues then you will generally find the 
people around you to be pretty positive in return. There will always be someone that is 
more challenging to work with, but it helps to view them as the exception rather than the 
rule (Participant, Survey One). 
 
Participants were asked for suggestions on how to encourage knowledge-sharing 
within the Division, and a number of these mentioned activities that appeared to be 
working well. Eight participants commented on the usefulness of formal meetings, such 
as team meetings, the Learning Forum which had just re-started, Divisional staff 
meetings, and specialist seminars. Formal encouragement to regularly share and learn 
from each other in forums such as these was suggested to improve knowledge sharing. 
The provision of one-on-one support through mentoring, peer supervision, direct 
management and training were considered useful, as was written material. 
Several additional suggestions were made to encourage knowledge sharing. These 
were: (1) listing staff and their interest areas and experience, as well as creating formal 
networks and opportunities to meet and knowledge share; (2) mixing up seating so 
staff were not sitting only with their team; (3) cross-team projects; (4) more support 
from the Division Manager for knowledge sharing activities and (5) broadening 
knowledge sharing beyond the Division with other areas of the organization.  
Armed with this analysis of the Survey One responses, the Intervention Design Group 
investigated ways to enhance knowledge flow throughout the Division. The next section 
describes the interventions that were created and implemented after Survey One, 
which may have contributed to the positive changes that occurred.  
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5.2 Interventions 
5.2.1 Process of determining interventions 
Following the administration of Survey One, the Survey Design Group commented on 
my analysis of the survey findings. I also met with the Division Manager to discuss the 
results, and we agreed that I present the findings at a staff meeting. At this 
presentation I raised some questions on how to enhance knowledge flow. These 
included: 
 How could meetings enhance knowledge sharing? 
 How can team/division goals be clarified? 
 How can we assess successful knowledge sharing? What would it look like? 
 What could managers do/do differently/keep doing to facilitate knowledge sharing? 
 How can we capitalize on/better cultivate external relationships? 
 How do successful projects get done? What can we learn from the past? 
 How can we retain senior staff so they don‘t leave? What are their motivators?  
At the meeting I invited staff members to join the Group for the next phase; that is, 
developing interventions to enable knowledge flow (Appendix I), and two staff 
responded: ―Thomas‖, who was in the new position of Research Development Manager 
and ―Mark‖ who was in IT and was involved with one of the research teams.. Three of 
the five members of the Survey Design Group continued (―Chris‖, ―Lisa‖ and ―Robyn‖), 
one person had left the organization, and one did not wish to continue.  
The newly reformed group is referred to here as the ―Intervention Design Group‖. The 
Group‘s role was firstly to develop interventions to improve learning and sharing, based 
on Survey One findings, and then administer Survey Two to see what had changed. 
Over three initial meetings we discussed possible interventions, guided by a list of 
questions I had developed and grouped into the following eight themes (Appendix J: 
Questions arising from survey analysis): 
 Goal clarity 
 Learning/sharing 
 Enhancing collaboration 
 Accessibility of knowledge 
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 Embedding knowledge management 
 Addressing barriers to knowledge flow 
 Retention/development of staff 
 Research culture 
I suggested a process to evaluate each potential intervention against the desired 
outcomes, which were enhancing knowledge flow and achieving organizational 
objectives. There were six suggested initiatives. I argued that using the evaluation 
criteria would inform the Division Manager how we had assessed these particular 
interventions as being the most useful to implement.  For example, questions asked 
were, ‗Will this improve the clarity of our Division‘s goals‘, ‗Will it improve understanding 
of who knows what?‘, ‗Will it improve individual capabilities?‘. ―Mark‖ suggested that the 
evaluation also include actual costs, benefits and potential risks. ―Thomas‖ suggested 
we consider the resource implications of each.   
From these suggestions, I developed an Evaluation Matrix (Appendix G) and emailed it 
to members of the Group to complete. At the next meeting we compiled a group 
Evaluation Matrix for each of the possible interventions, and also evaluated the costs 
and benefits of the recently established Staff meetings and Learning Forums, to 
understand their role in enabling knowledge flow. Five of the six initiatives were 
considered valuable and implementable. These were: 
 Facilitate publication of research 
 Set up staff profiles 
 Create secondment opportunities 
 Hold a research planning day 
 Create a research brochure 
As we were discussing these initiatives, I was aware that my research question was 
―How to enable knowledge flow to achieve organizational objectives‖, yet I still did not 
know what the Division‘s objectives were, despite numerous attempts to find out. In an 
Intervention Design Group meeting, I said that in the absence of objectives, it was 
difficult to determine appropriate interventions. I prompted the Group to see if there 
were implicit Division goals, such as a goal to increase research income, or to develop 
particular collaborative relationships. The ensuing discussion confirmed that there were 
no clearly defined goals, with comments such as: ‗to deliver quality research‘, ‗we 
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would continue to go for the kind of projects we used to go for‘ and ‗we just keep 
stumbling forward and we don‘t know exactly where we are going‘. ―Thomas‖ indicated 
that a strategy day was planned to clarify the goals. 
Before developing the agreed interventions, we informed the Division Manager of the 
five ideas by email. I reminded her that the group‘s objective was to enable knowledge 
flow to achieve organizational objectives, and asked for her guidance on the Division‘s 
goals. I was in the workplace occasionally, and the Division Manager was very busy, so 
using email seemed the most efficient communication approach. ―Thomas‖, who 
worked with her daily, also spoke to her, and showed her the Evaluation Matrix we had 
used to arrive at these suggestions. She suggested that we seek feedback from all 
Division staff on these ideas, and give them the chance to volunteer additional ideas. 
However, she did not communicate the Divisional goals.   
Members of the Intervention Design Group presented the shortlist of interventions at a 
staff meeting and explained the rationale behind their development. Staff were asked to 
rank order (forced-choice) the short-list on a form ―Mark‖ had developed, with ―1‖ their 
highest priority and ―5‖ their lowest priority, and provide any suggestions (Appendix K: 
Ranking form). The Group agreed that the form needed to be brief, simple and quick to 
complete. Twenty-two responses from the 31 staff members were received, with the 
results listed in Table 5. 
  
 
Table 5: Rankings of five suggested interventions 
Interventions Rankings:  1 is highest priority and 5 is lowest 
1 2 3 4 5 
Facilitate publication of research 11 4 4 2 0 
Set up staff profiles 6 5 5 4 2 
Create secondment opportunities 3 5 2 6 6 
Hold research planning day 1 5 6 5 4 
Create a research brochure 1 3 4 4 9 
Other ideas raised at the meeting but not rated: Central noticeboard to pin up new staff 
publications; Regular informal staff get-togethers – e.g. lunch in the park a couple of times a 
year 
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5.2.2 Discussions of how to implement interventions 
‗Facilitate publication of research‘ was rated the top priority by half of those who ranked 
the interventions, so the Intervention Design Group discussed how to approach this 
first. The next intervention was setting up staff profiles, followed by exploring how to 
create secondment opportunities, and holding a Research Planning Day. During this 
time I got a supportive message from one of the staff about these interventions which 
was heartening, as it was difficult for me to judge whether we were adding value, partly 
because I only visited the organization for the monthly Intervention Design Group 
meetings.  
The Group‘s role was to translate the priority interventions into practice. There were 
divergent opinions on how to do so, but the discussions were usually enjoyable, and I 
encouraged members to share their ideas in a playful way. We developed a strong 
camaraderie, trust, and openness to each other‘s ideas. The Intervention Design Group 
members reflected on what had or had not worked in the past in the Division and what 
might be most helpful.  The Group also considered what was within our locus of control 
to change, what we were each prepared to contribute, and clarified our respective 
roles. 
One aim was to address the comments from Survey One that knowledge flow was not 
occurring due to lack of proactive effort. It was agreed that our role was to embed 
knowledge flow, which we defined as identifying opportunities for staff to engage in 
sharing and learning as part of their work life. However, institutionalizing new activities 
proved difficult. To progress I drafted three papers documenting and expanding the 
ideas raised by the Intervention Design Group: ‗Ways of Facilitating Publications‘, 
‗Secondment Guidelines‘ and a paper on the benefits and a possible approach to 
holding a ‗Research Planning Day‘ (Appendices N, R and S). The Group agreed that 
these were useful discussion papers, and discussed whether they should be sent to 
management for consideration.  At the start of the project I was keen to facilitate a 
―ground up‖ process, in line with the philosophy of Complexity Theory, which suggests 
that ideas generated by staff are likely to ―stick‖, rather than relying on approval from 
the top. After some discussion, it was agreed that we should disseminate them to all 
staff for comments, as everyone in the Division had been invited to participate in 
Survey One and had rated the interventions.  
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We staggered the timing of the dissemination. I sent out the paper on Facilitating 
Publications in early 2009, followed by the Secondments paper a month later. No 
feedback was received from Division members, so it was difficult to know whether any 
value was perceived. We agreed that the third paper, the ideas for a Planning Day, 
needed approval by the Division Manager as it would involve all staff taking a day out 
of their work, and the format and timing had not yet been decided.  
5.2.2.1 Facilitating publication of research 
Prior to conducting Survey One, in the first staff meeting I attended staff mentioned 
increasing publishing activity as a priority. The desire to generate publications from 
existing projects, thereby disseminating knowledge and raising staff profiles, was 
reiterated at the first meeting of the Intervention Design Group, so it was no surprise 
when it was suggestion as an intervention. In the ranking process, half of those who 
ranked the interventions put facilitating publications as their top priority.  
The Group noted that a focus on facilitating publications would help to enable 
knowledge flow, for minimal time and cost (Appendix L: Evaluation of facilitating 
publications). The main purpose, as described by ―Thomas‖, was to ‗institutionalize 
publishing activity in a supported way‘, with two outcomes: to produce quality output 
and to up-skill staff. That is, the Group thought that publication output would increase if 
there was a clear process, focus and commitment to integrating writing into each 
individual‘s work day. 
The management team attended to developing staff skills to improve their opportunities 
to publish in refereed journals. ―Lisa‖ noted that Team A held a planning workshop to 
identify prospective projects, ideas for papers and possible conference presentations. 
At that meeting it was agreed that two papers be written within an agreed timeline, with 
all team members participating. A designated period was set aside within work hours to 
write. She enthusiastically described this initiative, noting that developing researchers 
were actively encouraged to participate: 
Lisa: We ensured that everybody is pitched to a particular task. We identified who would 
write particular sections of the paper and who would have authorship, who would be first 
up author... And this is something that I‘ve been pushing on for ages, so I was really 
pleased... 
Thomas: Yeh, it‘s great that it‘s happening 
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Susan: and is there a sense about the kind of learning that is required, like how the junior 
researchers are going to...? 
Lisa: Well, for instance Cindy has really just started in the team. She‘s been around for a 
while but she‘s just started to get into the writing phase, and she is going to be the grunt 
kind of worker to go and get bits and pieces from here and there and be party to the 
process, which will put her in a better position down the track to actually do some 
writing...  
 
Whilst getting someone to do the ‗grunt work‘ may seem unfair, this was a way to 
familiarize ―Cindy‖ with how a paper gets published. Another view might be that her 
assistance directly benefited the senior staff, maintaining the hierarchy. However, from 
―Lisa‘s‖ perspective exposing ―Cindy‖ to the process was genuinely helpful to her.   
Team B members were also exploring ways to improve publishing. The senior staff in 
the team held regular workshops devoted to explaining the purpose of each section of 
a paper. Individuals would then practice writing, say, the introduction, or the 
methodology section of a paper, and then present their drafts to the rest of the team for 
feedback. The Intervention Design Group agreed that whilst it was not necessary to 
have one model to facilitate the publication effort, sharing the way each team was 
supporting publishing would be useful. The Division Manager and Team A Manager 
spoke at a staff meeting about their writing workshops so others could hear how they 
were structured. 
I asked why there was now a focus on publishing. Was it driven by a set of research 
goals, with publishing one of the key goals? ―Thomas‖ confirmed that whilst there were 
no written goals, ‗the ideas and the desire to do it have been there for a long time‘, and 
that his position had helped to actively pursue publishing. A discussion followed about 
the recent shift to focusing on publishing as a core business activity: 
Thomas: The difference between what we‘re doing now, and what we couldn‘t do 12 
months ago or 6 months ago, is that there is now acknowledgement that this is an 
important area... 
Lisa: And that we will set aside work time to improve professional development and the 
profile of staff. So it‘s great. It‘s great for [name of organization]. It‘s not just about 
individuals getting a profile, it‘s [name of organization].  And that‘s been, like Thomas 
said, a really long time coming. We‘ve been talking about it for about a decade, and 
finally there is agreement that you don‘t have to do this all in your own time... and hence it 
doesn‘t happen, you actually use work hours to facilitate the process 
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Thomas: Like years ago you would have to do it in your own time. 
Mark: Yeh, because we were explicitly told that writing papers was not covered by your 
funding. 
 
The Division was dependent on grant funding and winning government tenders, and in 
an increasingly competitive environment this necessitated a stronger research profile, 
including obtaining postgraduate qualifications to doctoral level, increased publications 
and conference presentations. Inevitably, however, the focus at work was on 
completing projects, with limited time to undertake postgraduate study or disseminate 
project outcomes beyond the contracted requirements. One Group member observed:  
Lisa: To make these things happen, the drivers that facilitate a process such as this need 
to be identified... You really need to ensure that your staffing levels are adequate, you 
have senior support, that there is an open and accountable acceptance of this as an 
important part of not just [name of organization]‘s work but individuals.. That it‘s in our 
position descriptions, that it‘s really structured. 
 
The role of the Intervention Design Group in supporting publishing activity was 
discussed. It was agreed that it would be useful to continue to share ideas among the 
research teams, agree on consistent processes, and provide helpful tools. A publishing 
agreement was considered a useful way to define staff roles and responsibilities at the 
outset of drafting a publication. The organization had an existing Authorship Policy, but 
this needed to be revised to reflect changed government research grant guidelines. 
Some staff members were unaware it existed, which suggested that it wasn‘t actively 
used. In addition, the policy did not clearly outline the responsibilities of those writing 
the publication, which had led to ambiguity about who should be considered an author.  
―Chris‖ hoped that a clearer process and policy might address a tendency of senior 
researchers to be included as authors on publications, when sometimes they hadn‘t 
written anything. She suggested that this was unfair, particularly when ‗the rest of us 
are doing the hard slog‘. ―Mark‖ added that if a senior staff member proposed an idea 
and obtained funding, then contributed nothing for the rest of the project, their name 
was often still included on the publication, which didn‘t seem reasonable. It was agreed 
to establish objective criteria to recognize what constituted authorship. The Group 
proposed to create a publication agreement, so that at the start of discussions on 
publishing a paper, all authors agreed on their role and there was fair recognition for 
effort. Other elements to be covered in an agreement were ensuring grantors permitted 
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publishing (i.e. Intellectual Property license), approval from the Division Manager to 
draft a publication, and clarifying the role of the lead author. ―Chris‖ had prior 
experience developing publication agreements at a university, so provided some input: 
Chris: ..., just to say that it is negotiated from the outset, which is a much better process 
so you don‘t have to go through all those horrible conversations about who is first and 
who is second author and so on... 
Susan: It seemed to me that there would need to be some periods of checking in over 
time, because things might change, people might leave… 
Chris: Exactly, and that‘s where this thing is good because it‘s a very clear thing and 
everyone signs off on it at the beginning. Then if Mark‘s life changes and he doesn‘t have 
time to write the paper then that‘s OK because then it becomes your responsibility and 
the paper still progresses. Particularly if there are lots of investigators who were perhaps 
in the grant and therefore want their name on it, but in fact do nothing. 
 
The elements involved in writing a publication were discussed, such as the original 
idea, the project design, the data acquisition, the analysis, the drafting of the 
manuscript, and the submission process. The publication agreement would set out who 
was responsible for which part of the process by when. Authorship was based on 
making a significant contribution, and the definition of this was vigorously discussed by 
the Intervention Design Group. Throughout the discussions on how to formulate the 
policy and agreement, natural justice was highlighted as critical. It was implied that 
some of the team managers may not agree that all authors need to make a ―significant‖ 
contribution. I was aware that this could be a moot point, for our draft agreement would 
need to be considered by the management team. 
There were two different definitions of authorship which could be included in the policy: 
the National Health and Medical Research Council (NH&MRC) (Australian) definition, 
or the Uniform Requirements for submission to biomedical journals (International), 
which was in the present policy. The NH&MRC authorship definitions stated that 
authors needed to make substantial contributions in a combination of (1) conception 
and design, (2) analysis and interpretation of the data, and (3) drafting or critically 
revising significant parts of the work. The International definition required contribution 
to conception and design, or analysis and interpretation and drafting or critically 
revising significant parts of the work. One of the Intervention Design Group members 
wanted to include an additional statement that it would be wrong to claim illegitimate 
authorship. The need for a policy and agreement suggested that there may have been 
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low confidence in others to ―do the right thing‖. This may not have been needed if there 
were higher trust and cooperation between colleagues and their managers. 
I drafted the following documents based on one-on-one discussions with ―Thomas‖, the 
Development Manager, and sought comments from other members of the Intervention 
Design Group (Appendix M: Authorship Policy and Procedures): 
 A revised organization-wide Authorship Policy; 
 An Authorship Agreement, acknowledging author order, individual responsibilities, 
familiarity with the Authorship Policy, and agreement to the Project Plan; 
 Project Plan, outlining who was responsible for which publication tasks, including 
when they would be completed and a backup plan for each element; and 
 Authorship Responsibility, outlining which specific elements the author would be 
involved in so this qualified as a significant contribution worthy of authorship 
―Thomas‖ presented the draft documents to the management team. They queried 
whether it was necessary to include a specific statement protecting the potential abuse 
of developing researchers by denying them due authorship rights, given the other 
caveats in place. The managers‘ defensive reaction was interesting.  They also asked 
―Thomas‖ to address other minor queries. Six months later, however, the documents 
had still not been finalized. In an Intervention Design Group meeting I asked what was 
going on. It was evident that ―Thomas‖ was distracted by other priorities. Although we 
had put in a lot of effort to get the policy right it still hadn‘t been approved. Given the 
merger discussions, creating new organizational policies was not a high priority. I 
decided to name this at a meeting: 
Susan: so one of the learnings is that this stuff is ...difficult to implement. How do you get 
traction on things? You know when we are all focussed on other things most of the time...  
Thomas: there is always something but, the policies and procedures become a little less 
urgent, well, not less urgent but are being diverted a bit through the amalgamation... you 
know... so that sort of stuff has gone off the boil a bit... 
 
An additional document was a discussion paper on ‗Ways to facilitate publishing‘ 
(Appendix N) which was circulated to all staff. This included: a summary of ideas from 
the book How to write a lot: a practical guide to productive academic writing (Silva 
2007); NH&MRC Responsibilities of Researchers; what managers could do to support 
staff to publish; what the Division could be doing; reference to the Authorship Policy; 
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and useful links. It was agreed that it would be useful for staff to know the most 
relevant journals, based on their impact factor, and perhaps where people had 
published previously. Although ‗Ways to facilitate publishing‘ was considered a useful 
paper, we kept encountering the same problem – how to embed the ideas – that is, 
how to influence others to take action: 
Mark: I really like the way it‘s written, it‘s got lots of good stuff in it, my only concern is, as 
you said, how do we embed, that‘s the thing. I‘m just thinking in terms of your project, and 
your project is about establishing processes that will facilitate knowledge flow....There 
needs to be some sort of integration of processes... 
 
It was suggested that a general writing workshop be held, and this was planned as part 
of the monthly Learning Forum. Peer support writing groups had been established in 
two of the four teams, however, assisting people to complete their writing tasks when 
there were many other commitments was problematic. Priorities were completing 
existing projects and applying for funding for the next project. Other activities, such as 
publishing, were not high on the priority list: 
Chris: That‘s what we‘re trying to do at the moment ... I still think that there needs to be a 
bit more commitment ...allowing time for that. ‗Cause it‘s still hard to find time even 
though I know I am meant to have my stuff done by Monday for my writing group ... I‘m 
just too busy. It‘s great that we are getting it on the agenda, but like, when I worked for 
the department, they actually shut the department for a week, and everybody was not 
allowed to do anything else for a week and they had to come to work every day, and by 
the end of the week they had, like, seven papers written or something. That‘s a huge 
thing I know, but... 
Thomas: That‘s something we could talk about on a smaller scale. 
Susan: Even like having a publication day or something... 
Chris: But at the moment I would say I can‘t do it now because I have to do that, and I 
can‘t do it now because I have to do that, I can‘t do it now because I have to do that, and 
when I prioritize it‘s at the bottom still. But, like, when NH&MRC grants come around you 
drop everything... 
Mark: The reason for that is because there is a deadline...That‘s part of the reason why I 
think the [writing] groups are good because you end up with an actual deadline and there 
needs to be a rousable offence if you don‘t meet the deadline 
Chris: Well, then I‘m calling in sick on Monday! 
Mark: It‘s not like we will stand and point and yell at you if you don‘t meet the deadline, 
but the deadline needs to be taken seriously. 
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Chris: I agree with you. It‘s like our clean up day. Everybody moans and .. But if you get a 
chance and say everyone must come to work and you do it. Yeh, I agree, you need a 
deadline. 
Mark: It‘s almost like it becomes part of the [name of performance plan]. That you meet 
the deadlines of the publication group. Because that‘s what I mean, it needs to be that 
serious. 
Chris: I know it does 
Susan: I‘ve put here [in ‗Ways to facilitate publishing‘] how managers can support people 
to publish, which is schedule workload to allow time for writing activity, establish 
expectations for publishing at each level, include in the [name of performance plan], 
identify particular development needs and coaching, hook each person up with a writing 
group and monitor writing activity.     
Mark: that‘s great 
Thomas: good to actually get some of that stuff into [name of performance plan]. 
 
There was a need to schedule project tasks so that there was also time in the work day 
to write. Even though there was now support to learn the skills of writing a paper, 
actually getting time to write was difficult. As ―Chris‖ said, having a timeframe to get a 
section of the paper written was useful, but when faced with external competing 
deadlines, these tasks were not given priority. ―Mark‘s‖ suggestion was to prioritise 
these commitments in one‘s performance plan, so they had more weight.  
I mentioned that another strategy in the paper included rewarding and recognizing 
publication effort by, for example, making announcements at staff meetings, and 
posting the published article on the Bulletin Board. The response was: 
Chris: Now we did this today with Jane. 
Lisa: Well Jane got something published in a journal and we sent around a note saying 
she got published and we had the article, and three or four people came over and 
grabbed a copy... 
Chris: Yeh 
Serena: That‘s great! 
 
In these Group discussions, which were my main contact with staff, (I was still 
consulting but not with this Division), I also found out what was happening in the 
Division. It was reassuring to know that the work we were doing in the Intervention 
Design Group had been reinforced in other ways. Raising consciousness about the 
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value of knowledge flow, and creating a shared understanding of what was working 
and could be improved, hopefully contributed to these changes.  
5.2.2.2 Staff profiles on the Wiki 
In Survey One, not knowing colleagues and what they knew or did was judged to be 
one of the barriers to knowledge flow. On reading the report of Survey One findings, 
what ‗leapt out‘ at ―Mark‖, a new member of the Intervention Design Group, was: 
Mark: not really knowing who knows what, or who has an interest in what, or who is the 
‗go to‘ person about what in different research teams... 
Lisa: Yeh, I would agree with that. 
Mark: and some of it is what came out of just reading this.... it is the sense of 
disconnection among people. You know that certain people have no idea what this 
person does and there isn‘t a particular forum or process by which those kind of 
discoveries can be made, which is a shame. 
 
Providing accessible current information on colleagues was a way to break down that 
barrier, however we were aware there would be challenges. Tom Barfield was the 
Global Knowledge Management Leader of the consulting company Accenture, an 
organization of 135,000 employees. He described how they instituted ‗People Pages‘, 
which were profiles of user capabilities in their organization. The biggest challenges 
were motivating people to fill out their profiles and keep their profiles up-to-date 
(Barfield 2007). He suggested that getting senior leader support and leveraging known 
information about people (i.e. such as training done, qualifications obtained) to help 
build their profiles were ways to keep information available and current. 
The development of staff profiles was evaluated using the Evaluation Matrix (Appendix 
O). The Group initially focused on defining information that would be useful to share 
with colleagues, rather than the mechanism for sharing this information, as there was 
some dissent over which IT platform to put profiles on (i.e. intranet, Wiki, website). 
Each staff member would be asked to list their qualifications, expertise, and interests 
on a form that ―Mark‖ created (Appendix P: Wiki Staff Profile Template).  
At the time the Wiki was being trialled by one of the teams, but it had not been adopted 
as an organization-wide communication tool. There was some reticence about putting 
staff profiles on the Wiki platform, when most people had not been shown how to use it. 
In the past, project information had been posted on the intranet and had become 
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quickly out dated. One advantage of the Wiki technology was the search-ability of 
information. That is, if one was seeking someone with quantitative research skills, one 
could search the profiles to see who had that skill in the Division. Another advantage 
was that each profile could be personalized. That is, each individual could load their 
own photo, favourite pictures, their hobbies, and post comments, and keep their own 
profiles up-to-date. This would potentially raise interest in exploring the staff profiles out 
of curiosity, and then learn something incidentally. A third advantage was the fact that it 
was self-managing.  
A demonstration of the Wiki was given at an Intervention Design Group meeting. When 
the ability to search on ―skills‖ was shown to the Group, a member said excitedly, ‗It‘s 
just what we need!‘  Again, the Group expressed concern about not just passively 
placing profiles on a page on the Wiki, but how to embed the knowledge sharing, so 
that this information would be actively used and updated: 
Mark: The caveat is that whatever system you use people still have to engage with it. As 
much as I love Wiki I think it has great capacity, I kind of assessed it as being really good, 
but there is high cost to implement, and there is a cost involved to engage with it to keep 
it up to date. 
Thomas: And my concern as an outsider, is that we‘ve seen fairly unsuccessful, really, 
uptake of the intranet, if we look at it across the organization... 
Mark: it‘s embedding it... 
Thomas: and so we‘re creating another platform of information sharing, without a clear 
communication strategy.  
 
One way to enhance engagement was asking researchers to include a 100-word 
biography as part of their profile so this could be used as a basic document to adapt for 
tender and grant proposals. Having this information accessible to all was of value, as 
time and energy was being wasted asking people to re-generate their profiles for each 
grant application. To counter the potential problem of updating the Wiki, it was agreed 
that ―Mark‖ in IT could keep track of what had not been updated and periodically 
remind individuals to update their profiles. Members of the Intervention Design Group 
agreed to create their profiles and ―Mark‖ agreed to run a ‗Wiki Show‘ to familiarize all 
staff with the platform. ―Thomas‖ agreed to promote the benefits of using the Wiki so 
each person took ownership of their profile, which was considered critical for success: 
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Chris: And it‘s all about getting people engaged, absolutely. So a bit of a ...make it easy 
for them - tick, training session - tick, following up to see whether people are using it - tick 
and then evaluating it in 12 months to see how/whether its continued.  
 
During the discussion, ―Mark‖ queried whether the Division Manager had given the 
Group approval to proceed with putting profiles on the Wiki, noting that the software 
was still in the trial phase. I recalled that the Division Manager was keen to proceed, 
but ―Chris‖ had the impression that she wasn‘t, from a comment she had made recently 
in a meeting. ―Chris‖ mentioned that I had agreed to talk to the Division Manager about 
this, which I couldn‘t remember. It was awkward hearing these different views and not 
knowing whether we could proceed or not: 
Chris: I would have said let‘s just go for it. But I must say her response surprised me in 
that meeting. She was really not... Do you remember? I‘m not hallucinating am I? 
Thomas: No you might of, but I tend to, you know, delete things that I don‘t want to 
remember (laughs) 
Chris: I just didn‘t think that she was really…that…you know... keen and there were other 
issues. I think that this is purely [name of Division Manager], because we were giving 
feedback and saying... 
Mark: if there isn‘t a sense from [name of Division Manager] that she doesn‘t necessarily 
think that it‘s a good idea and we don‘t get clear OK from her then... 
Chris: Which is why I suggested we needed the clear OK. 
 
―Mark‖, the IT person, felt uncomfortable about proceeding. I also felt uneasy because 
although I thought we had approval, I wondered if I had missed seeking permission. 
We appeared to be an impasse, just when we were making progress to implement this 
initiative. I wondered why the Division Manager might not support this idea, or whether 
something else was going on. Not being part of the organization, it wasn‘t clear to me 
what the problem might be. At this stage, the Intervention Design Group had met six 
times over a six-month period. There were tensions in the organization over merger 
discussions, there appeared to be tensions amongst the management team, and now 
there were tensions in this group over where we fit in and what we were doing. The 
Development Manager broke the tension by agreeing to remind the Division Manager 
that staff had rated creating profiles as valuable and that having current, collated and 
centralized staff profiles would also help to refine the grant proposal process.  
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The Wiki concept was demonstrated to all staff and accepted, but it proved difficult to 
implement. Getting individuals to complete their profiles took much longer than 
anticipated. ―Mark‖ and I translated resumes emailed by staff into the profile format so 
they could be easily put online. Putting the profiles online was delayed, however, as 
individuals needed to do this themselves. How to coach them to do this was still being 
discussed 10 months after the idea was first raised.  
A pattern emerged of almost having an intervention approved or finalized, but not quite 
getting there. Getting agreement from management and engaging the staff proved 
challenging.  This was particularly frustrating for me as I wanted some ideas put in 
place before administering Survey Two. However, as an outsider, I couldn‘t champion 
the ideas, or remind people, and these activities did not seem to be a high priority for 
staff to attend to. 
5.2.2.3 Secondments paper 
The following discussion within the Intervention Design Group initiated the idea of a 
secondment program, which could be formal or informal, as a way of improving 
understanding of areas outside one‘s normal place of work.  
Mark: and the other idea I had was that when people start they get dragged around the 
building and get introduced to everybody and they have to remember everybody‘s name 
and you get to meet everyone for 15.5 seconds, and I just thought it would be a better 
idea that for anyone who starts they get to spend half a day sitting with each of the 
different teams, just to spend some time to actually properly find out what exactly the 
people in that team do and that sort of stuff... 
Lisa: or maybe just attend a team meeting…what would they do in half a day? 
Mark: I don‘t know, I just had this idea about embedding new people for a reasonable 
length of time to 1. establish a kind of a sense of relationship and 2. get a greater 
understanding of what those team members did.. I don‘t know how it would work... 
Lisa: you could do a formal secondment into each team for two weeks or something...and 
really do some clinical support work or…or research or... 
Mark: Yeh, that‘s great. How do you actually make it work in practice though? 
 
The logistics of how to make it work needed to be carefully explored. There was much 
excitement about spending time in another part of the business, and then bringing the 
new understanding back to one‘s own team and role. 
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Lisa: Think about the insights that you would get by sitting in someone else‘s space for a 
while! 
Mark: That would be the same with [name of another business unit], because I haven‘t 
got a clue what they do… 
Lisa: (laughs) No-one would have anyone up in IT, they‘d be like, don‘t touch!! (Laughter) 
Whilst the organization had a secondment policy, the ideas that were being developed 
were broader than the usual concept of, say, a six-month secondment. Whilst a couple 
of members of the Division had been on secondments, it was not a typical practice. 
Half those present at the staff meeting at which the interventions were ranked thought 
secondments were a good idea. As agreed In the Evaluation Matrix (Appendix Q), the 
benefits were improving understanding of and increasing ties with other work areas, 
learning new skills and knowledge and enhancing collaboration. The downside was the 
possible implementation cost in time away from one‘s substantive role, which might 
need to be back filled.  
Mark: There are issues with secondments, aren‘t there really? The difficulty with 
secondments are the disruptions it causes for people leaving teams and coming into 
teams. And the other issue is about tokenism, moving people across from one team to 
another and then not giving them real work, just sort of giving them work experience, you 
make coffee and do the photocopying for me, kind of, busy work. So...  
 
It was agreed that clear objectives would be required which demonstrated advantages 
for the individual and their ―home‖ business and/or for the business to which they were 
being seconded. These objectives would differ according to individual needs or 
business needs. For some people, a secondment could be an opportunity to gain 
exposure to a new area, for others to develop particular skills, or to develop a closer 
relationship with that business, leading to further collaboration. I drafted a 
‗Secondments Paper‘ which was circulated to all staff for their information, following 
approval from the Division Manager (Appendix R), with the view that this might 
encourage individuals to approach their manager to explore this idea further. The paper 
attempted to answer ―Mark‘s‖ earlier questions about how a secondment might work in 
practice, as well as outline the benefits. 
Mark: In terms of knowledge flow is it... the idea was to learn what other people do, what 
other teams do, what the work is like, plus to take that knowledge back to your own team, 
plus to give your knowledge and the sense of what you know to that team as well. It‘s 
bridge building between teams. 
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―Chris‖ suggested that rather than use the term ―secondments‖ it might be better to call 
periods outside one‘s team as ―learning experiences‖. These could be internal to the 
Division, within or external to the organization, depending on the purpose. I continued 
to refer to the idea as ―secondments‖. This oversight may have impeded interest in the 
idea, as secondments historically referred to long-term periods of employment external 
to the organization, rather than this concept, which was to promote short-term, internal 
learning experiences to facilitate collaboration.  
5.2.2.4 Planning Day 
The Intervention Design Group also explored the value of holding a Divisional Planning 
Day. Whilst there was consensus that formal meetings could be a bore, at the same 
time there was a begrudging acknowledgement that, however tedious, group meetings 
could facilitate strategic thinking. I reflected back to the Group that the survey findings 
suggested a high degree of individual job satisfaction, and reasonable satisfaction with 
learning and sharing in the team, but noted that there was not a clear identification with 
being part of a unified Division: 
Mark: ...one of the things that I used to rebel against is that we used to have all of 
research planning days. You know we used to have those occasionally… 
Lisa: Team building 
Mark: Team building, planning days, even including all of those cringe making team 
building exercises and stuff ...that everyone used to whinge about… 
Lisa: I used to like those things. Some people used to hate them! 
Mark: I hated them, but I think they were really worthwhile, because everybody used to 
get a sense of what everyone else was doing in other teams, so for a while, you got good 
cross team relationship or communication, and it built a greater sense of, like, the group 
being more cohesive, and we haven‘t had one of those for ages and ages and ages! 
Lisa: No... 
Mark: And I reckon they‘re, as much as they used to drive me nuts, I think they are really 
worthwhile... 
 
―Lisa‖ stated that she had recently been on a two-day learning session for senior staff 
on performance management, which was part of the Leadership Development Program 
I had developed as part of my consulting work. She noted that the facilitator spent 
considerable time getting participants to focus on the vision and mission of the 
organization. She said: 
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Lisa: we spent the whole day talking about the vision and mission of [name of 
organization]! I‘m not joking, the whole day, and it was quite fun, and it was quite 
interesting. But if you had asked me if I wanted to go if I was going to talk about the 
mission and vision all day I would have said ‗no way!‘. But it was really good...There were 
people from all across [name of organization], like people I hadn‘t met before, we did lots 
of group things, talked about the way we all do different things, we talked about who 
knows who and how do you visualize the organization type activity...And he [the 
facilitator] sat back and looked at the group dynamic and discussed it, and it was really 
fun! 
 
It was interesting to hear how beneficial ―Lisa‖ found the session in terms of the value 
of articulating shared goals, as a cornerstone to managing performance. 
I volunteered to facilitate a planning day, given my prior experience with facilitating 
strategic planning days for other organizations. We talked about the purpose of the 
day, including clarifying the Division‘s goals, helping people understand what their 
colleagues did and building social cohesion. The Intervention Design Group thought 
that a Planning Day had to be well structured to be of value, and would be costly if it 
entailed a day away from the office. 
Staff rated the Planning Day as a low priority. I believed, however, that it was 
important, as the survey findings intimated that there were no unifying Division goals. 
The Group discussed the idea, and I drafted a paper on the benefits of holding such a 
day to summarize our ideas, which was first sent to the Division Manager and then to 
all staff (Appendix S). The idea lay fallow for some time. It was not until the last 
meeting of the Intervention Design Group that ―Thomas‖ said that the management 
team wanted to develop a strategic plan now that the decision to amalgamate had 
been announced. I mentioned that the format needed to be interactive to energize and 
inspire people, given the low morale and prior uncertainty. A response from a Group 
member was ‗we are going to need inspiration... because I think it‘s been a long haul 
for everybody‘. 
Liaising with ―Thomas‖, I designed a one-hour session for all staff which was largely 
self-managing, although I introduced the session and wrote up the notes. Prior to 
attending staff members were invited, by email, to consider the group‘s strengths and 
weaknesses and potential threats and opportunities in the context of the merger. As a 
result of the SWOT analysis, we aimed to produce three to five priority areas. 
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Seventeen staff members (out of a total of 31 staff) attended the session held in 
October 2009. They were divided into four groups of mixed teams and spent ten 
minutes rotating between each of four large posters, which were headed: 
 Strengths of Research Programs: What are we really good at? 
 Weaknesses of Research Programs: What are we not so good at? 
 Opportunities for Research Programs: What can we do to enhance what we do? 
 Threats to Research Programs: What could limit our ability to sustain and develop 
our research program? 
Each group of four or five staff members appointed a facilitator to encourage 
contribution to the conversation, and a scribe to document the group‘s thoughts on the 
poster. After ten minutes they rotated to the next poster, adding to the comments from 
previous groups. ―Thomas‖ and I ensured that all written comments could be clearly 
understood. When each group arrived at the last poster they reported back to the 
whole group what was written on that poster.  
Each individual was then given six sticky dots, colour-coded according to their work 
teams (i.e. Team A, B, C or D), to allocate to the areas that they felt required most 
attention by the Division.  For example, a person could place all of their six dots on one 
item, or spread them across several items. Following the event, I collated the topics 
with the most dots into themes to form a list of priorities. A summary of the session was 
sent to all staff. 
The dots were widely dispersed among a long list of priority areas. Heading the list was 
the low output of peer-reviewed publications, which was considered to weaken 
reputation of the Division and limit access to funding (8 dots).  This supported the work 
that had been done on facilitating publications, some eight months earlier, and was a 
particular concern moving into the amalgamation. Following this was the need to 
maintain identity, values and autonomy, and have a clear direction to reduce 
vulnerability going into the merger with a much larger organization. Concerns about 
leadership and staff turnover were also noted. I observed that many areas that were 
perceived as strengths or opportunities, if threatened were considered a weakness. For 
example, staff capabilities were perceived as a strength and staff departures were seen 
as a threat.  
Some opinions were divided. Resources and funding were considered sufficient by 
some and insufficient by others. There was a divided opinion about reputation; that is, 
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some said it was strong, and others that it was weak. Regarding the amalgamation, 
some thought it would increase opportunities, and others that it would lessen them. 
This dichotomy was present in perceptions of opportunities for collaboration, research 
output and professional development. I was surprised at the diversity of views, which 
might relate to the unknown consequence of becoming part of a larger organization.  
The SWOT analysis was used to influence management plans for the Division. There 
was a high degree of engagement in the room, and the forum provided the opportunity 
to understand colleagues‘ views of strengths, areas for improvement, and priorities. 
5.2.2.5 Additional interventions proposed 
At the sixth meeting of the Intervention Design Group I raised the idea of additional 
activities we could undertake beyond those that the staff had identified as important, 
including encouraging reflective practice in the Division. ―Robyn‖, one of the Group 
members, taught reflective practice in the sector, so she was interested. The idea was 
to assist developing researchers to learn from senior researchers, through the retelling 
of their authentic stories, on a topic such as ―my first conference presentation‖. I had 
discussed this idea informally with a senior staff member in the Division, who thought 
the idea had merit. The plan was to invite staff to attend a discussion to share 
experiences of what worked or didn‘t work and what they learned from that, to assist 
those who were new to presenting. That is, it would not be my ―best‖ or ―worst‖ 
presentation, just my experience of presenting.  
Whilst the Intervention Design Group liked the idea of sharing presentation stories, they 
suggested recruiting people to participate in research projects as another useful topic, 
as this had been a challenge in the past. It was agreed I could facilitate an informal 
discussion in the late afternoon over food and drink, preferably offsite, for an hour. 
―Thomas‖ commented that at a recent Learning Forum two staff led a discussion about 
a particular research methodology. He noticed that participants in the meeting became 
highly engaged when the concepts were translated into stories about the participants‘ 
own experiences. He said, ‗I could be wrong too, but it was my perception that people 
were having a conversation, rather than just, you know, this is what we have got to 
do...‘ He also observed that some of the senior staff were unfamiliar with this type of 
methodology, and exposed their lack of knowledge to the staff. Their vulnerability was 
helpful for the developing researchers to witness. As the Development Manager said, 
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‗… even the people with lots of experience, so it‘s not black and white, you know, there 
is a whole lot of grey‗. 
I suggested that an informal forum be held for staff to share their perceptions of the 
most significant change over the two year period the research on enabling knowledge 
flow had been in place. The aim would be to hear all the stories and then agree on the 
one most significant change for the Division. This method enables a group to come to a 
shared understanding of its values. An alternative was to incorporate this question in 
Survey Two. 
In order to collect additional data from potential discussion groups, I obtained approval 
from the Ethics Committee, which took a few months. I then talked to the Group about 
first implementing these forums and then conducting the survey. At that stage, 
however, the interest in further interventions was waning, and although I wanted to 
pursue these activities, I understood that the timing was not right. The announcement 
of an amalgamation was about to be made, staff were tired, and there was little energy 
to start another activity. As one of the members said, 
Chris: My sense is that people aren‘t really travelling so far in terms of capacity to take on 
anything else and that would be seen as... 
Susan: Another thing to do? 
Chris: Mmm. At the moment...Just at the moment. 
 
Holding a discussion session instead of a regular Learning Forum, which was more 
didactic in nature, was canvassed, however the six-monthly schedule of Learning 
Forums had already been set, and because I needed to complete the project, these 
ideas were not implemented. The Group also noted that they were already engaging in 
open conversations and sharing experiences, so there was less need for a discussion 
forum. 
5.2.3 Additional interventions implemented 
The Division Manager told me at the start of my project that she planned to improve 
learning and sharing, and was keen for me to assess the effectiveness of her 
initiatives. She cautioned me not to expect staff to take on too much additional activity, 
as their time was limited. Whilst our interventions were not instituted as hoped, the 
Division Manager noted that (1) comparing staff perceptions of changes over time 
 146 
through the surveys and (2) raising awareness of the value of greater collaboration 
were useful interventions in themselves.  
She implemented the following changes during the 18-month period between the 
administration of Survey One and Two. These initiatives demonstrated a high degree of 
commitment to enhancing collaboration within teams, within the Division and the 
sector, contributing to improving learning and sharing. 
 Seating arrangements were mixed so staff members were more integrated.  
 In June 2007 monthly staff meetings were reinstated, to report on team projects, 
and present on topics of interest. The meeting Chair was rotated. 
 A monthly Learning Forum was re-instituted, with a focus on promoting learning 
and sharing of knowledge. For example, staff members presented on research 
methods, such as quantitative design and questionnaire development.  
 The first issue of a regular external newsletter was produced in March 2008, to 
inform the sector of the Division‘s work, engage them and encourage collaboration. 
 The Research Development Manager position was created (―Thomas‖) in June 
2008 to develop and coordinate research activities, encourage grant and tender 
applications, and facilitate collaboration between teams and publishing. 
 Two-day research workshops were initiated in July 2008 to improve collaboration 
between researchers, clinicians and other practitioners in the sector. 
 In October 2008 a full-day symposium for colleagues in the sector was held to 
showcase the organization‘s research projects, followed by facilitated workshops. 
Interest was so high that the symposium was booked out. 
 In late 2008 writing groups were established in two of the teams to increase 
publication output. 
5.3 Comparisons between Survey One and Survey Two 
Eighteen months after Survey One was administered, in November 2009, staff 
members were re-surveyed (Survey Two) to determine if their experiences of 
knowledge sharing had changed. This section describes the findings. Due to small 
participant numbers (28 and 25 participants respectively), sophisticated statistical 
analysis of data was not attempted, however the comparisons between Survey One 
and Two show a consistent and convincing pattern of improvements. 
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The same 25 questions were asked in Survey Two, plus two newly created avenues of 
learning and sharing were rated; accessing colleagues‘ profiles on the Wiki, and 
reading the quarterly external newsletter produced by the Division. An additional 
question was intended to capture any positive changes individuals had noticed since 
Survey One was administered: Q 26: Looking back over the last 12-18 months, what 
would be the most significant positive change you have noticed regarding knowledge 
sharing within the Division? 
The following themes emerged from both survey findings, and are discussed in detail: 
1. Leadership    
2. Relationships   
3. Ways of learning and sharing  
4. Expectations of work  
5. Collaborative activities 
6. Time and space  
7. Enablers of knowledge sharing 
8. ‗Most Significant Change‘ 
5.3.1 Leadership 
5.3.1.1 Climate of uncertainty 
In Survey One, staff members expressed concern about the low staff morale, due to 
uncertainty regarding the organization‘s future. Specific comments were made about 
the limited availability of senior staff, and in particular the Division Manager, due to her 
increasing responsibilities as an Executive member. In each survey, five participants 
rated Observe my Division Manager as either ―not as all useful‖ or ―rarely useful‖, 
suggesting greater influence was possible: 
I don‘t think that the communication at [name of organization] is very good at the moment. 
Not many 'everybody' emails get sent around...There does not seem to be much of a 
vision for [name of organization]. 'Business as usual' attitude but the place and culture 
has changed so much. So many new faces, it‘s hard to know who to go to for advice. 
Also not many senior or mid-level people to talk to for advice. Sometimes [name of 
Division Manager] is too senior to ask some questions but there aren't many staff around 
at the level below her to go to (Participant, Survey One). 
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I have always loved working in research at [name of organization]. However, towards the 
end of [name of CEO‘s] period... and realising that the cream of [name of organization] 
researchers had left, my job satisfaction began to wane... Although my manager is aware 
of this, I don‘t think she has the time or resources to deal with it. Mostly I think it would be 
solved by more senior researchers or staff, more supervision and feedback, some sense 
of knowing what is going to happen to us and acknowledgment from the Board of what 
has gone on over the past few years at [name of organization] (Participant, Survey One - 
subsequently left the organization). 
 
In Survey Two, comments on leadership were mixed. Three people said they felt 
leadership was not as effective as it had been, whereas others were positive and 
hopeful about the future: 
In some respects its worse than it was 2 years ago. The research unit feels like a 
dictatorship (Participant, Survey Two). 
This area has greatly improved for me over time - not just myself learning about my role 
and what I want/expect to be doing- but I have received greater direction and clarity from 
program leader and supervisors which has been greatly beneficial. (Participant, Survey 
Two). 
The amalgamation process has ensured that we have come together as a more cohesive 
group. I feel we have had the opportunity to focus on what really matters to us as both a 
Division as well as an organization and promote a position of strength to [name of 
organization merged with]. It has forced us to really reflect on what we do, what we do 
well, what we don't do so well and the direction we want to head in - and show the sector 
we are a skilled, knowledgeable and leading group (Participant, Survey Two). 
Seems to be a more 'open' and 'relaxed' communication. About 18 months ago I felt that 
there was a culture of fear to speak out at [name of organization] in general. So it's good 
to get it back again (Participant, Survey Two). 
5.3.1.2 Role of leaders 
The departure of senior researchers had reduced mentoring opportunities for 
developing researchers and increased work pressure on remaining senior researchers. 
In Survey One, the lack of senior staff was perceived as a barrier to knowledge 
sharing, as expressed in these comments: 
With the recent exodus of research staff, there have been less opportunities to share and 
communicate with others as people are very busy. Also a loss of expertise occurred so 
 149 
there are less people to approach to discuss issues, share knowledge, ask for advice 
etc... We have lost many senior research staff which has had a big impact on the 
research team... We lost leadership, skills and knowledge. Also with the loss of so many 
staff, the ones left are working very hard and find it difficult to make time to share 
knowledge/expertise.  The team is currently slowly picking-up the pieces from this staff 
exodus (Participant, Survey One).  
My role has changed a lot in last year or so as I have become a higher level RF 
[Research Fellow] which is great, but there is little support from above my level and 
SEVERE lack of senior research staff for me to 'GO TO'. [Name of Division Manager] is 
brilliant but only has time for crisis management which can be difficult at times to develop 
my own role and skills (Participant, Survey One). 
Lack of any senior researchers in (research team) means that there is inadequate 
information flow to the remaining members of that team (Participant, Survey One). 
 
In Survey Two there were again comments about the negative impact when senior staff 
resigned and were not replaced. Both surveys highlighted the key role senior 
researchers have in learning and sharing within each research team, with highly skilled, 
experienced and knowledgeable staff heavily relied on. Four people commented on the 
significant difference when new senior staff were appointed to the Division, particularly 
the recruitment of one researcher with specialist skills: 
Have lost quite a few senior staff that have not been replaced. Lucky to have [Division 
Manager] still within the organization but there is a sense of vulnerability if she left... I 
guess one of the most significant changes has been the employment of [Name of new 
senior researcher]. He is a highly skilled statistician and has run training on statistical 
methods and programs for research staff...his knowledge has been a real asset 
(Participant, Survey Two). 
Recruiting senior staff within both [Team A and Team C]. These staff have valuable skills 
and experiences which they continually share with other staff.  Flow on effects include: 
increased awareness of stats, more confidence in research designs and outputs, plus the 
recruitment of staff has helped share the burden of helping others which was often 
carried by a small group of staff (Participant, Survey Two). 
In summary, although some improvements had occurred, in particular the recruitment 
of more senior staff with specialist skills, perceptions of leadership were mixed, 
influenced by the uncertainty generated by the amalgamation discussions. 
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5.3.1.3 Clarity of team goals 
Whilst the project aimed to help achieve organizational objectives, it appeared that 
these objectives either did not exist or were not clearly defined. In Survey One, only 
61% of participants said that Clarity of the team’s goals, ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ their 
expectations and five participants rated ―no expectations met‖. Eighteen months later, 
team goals appeared to be slightly clearer, with 67% rating their expectations as ―met‖ 
or ―mostly met‖. In contrast, Clarity of the Division’s goals decreased by 18%; only 
21% said this ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ their expectations.  
The Intervention Design Group indicated that there were no Division goals, and the 
Division Manager later confirmed that each team operated largely independently. For 
both Survey One and Survey Two, there were more ―no expectations met‖ ratings at 
the Division level, than at the team or organizational level. This may be partially 
explained by a lack of shared goals.  
5.3.2 Relationships 
5.3.2.1 Strength of relationships 
We assessed changes in the strength of relationships using the visual medium of the 
SNA, as well as through several calculations. Relationships strengthened, with Survey 
Two results demonstrating that staff knew each other better at the end of the 18-month 
period. Figure 16 shows a 15% increase in the percentage of participants who knew 
each other ―fairly well‖ or ―very well‖ (from 50% in Survey One to 65% in Survey Two).  
0%
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Not at all Not very well Fairly well Very well
How well respondents knew each other - Survey 1 
compared to Survey 2 
Survey 1
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Figure 16: How well participants knew each other: Survey One vs Survey Two 
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Figure 17 shows how few weak ties there were in Survey Two, compared to Survey 
One (Figure 8: Weak ties, Survey One). In Survey One, nine staff members were rated 
by 10 or more Divisional staff as ―not known at all‖, whereas only one staff member, 
who mainly worked offsite, was unknown in Survey Two.  At the other end of the 
spectrum, a higher number of participants knew their colleagues very well in Survey 
Two. This apparent strengthening of relationships occurred despite the fact that eight 
new staff members had joined the group during the period between the surveys.  
 
 
 
 
 
Legend: 
Blue - Team A  
Red - Team B 
Black – Team C  
Green – Team D 
 Division Manager 
Team Manager 
Senior researcher 
Developing researcher 
Figure 17: Weak ties, Survey Two 
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I also analysed how well the 17 staff members who were present during both survey 
periods were known by their colleagues. A weighting was given to the ratings each 
person received. Weightings were: 0 known ―not at all‖; 1 ―not very well‖; 2 ―fairly well‖; 
and 3 ―very well‖, to arrive at an aggregate score for each staff member. The higher the 
aggregate number, the better known they were.  
Table 6 shows the changes in aggregate ratings over the two surveys, highlighting the 
two people who were least and most well-known. There were fewer low ratings in 
Survey Two and slightly more high ratings. 
 
Table 6: Aggregate ratings for how well others knew 17 participants who completed both 
surveys 
Aggregate ratings Survey One Survey Two Difference 
Lowest rating received 8* 18* 10 
Highest rating received 42# 44# 2 
Average rating 29 36 7 
 
A testament to the strength of relationships was recounted by a member of the 
Intervention Design Group, whose partner was unwell. Her colleagues organized a 
meal roster for one month. She said, ‗When things get tough people help‘, adding that 
her caring colleagues were a strong incentive not to leave the organization, despite the 
difficulties the organization was facing. For another participant, the most significant 
change between the two surveys was the development of relationships: 
For me it's been developing personal relationships with colleagues at [name of 
organization]. I have spent more time at [name of organization] in the past 12 months so 
I've gotten to know people a little better and I now feel more comfortable to ask questions 
and offer my perspective. I definitely feel like a member of [Team B] now whereas the last 
time I filled in this survey I was feeling a little isolated I think (Participant, Survey Two). 
 
*  The same person who worked offsite, so still wasn‘t well known, but was better known    
than 18 months earlier. 
#  The same person, who most people knew well. 
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I also observed a high level of openness between members of the two Design Groups 
during the project discussions, which is discussed further in Chapter 6. 
5.3.2.2 Staff on the fringe 
There were a small number of people in both surveys who appeared to be on the fringe 
in terms of their connection with the Division. They either worked part-time, off-site or 
only worked with a few people. Their expectations of the Division tended to be different 
from those who were on-site and were either full-time or had broader connections: 
Don't really have much contact with them, which makes it hard to meet expectations 
(Participant, Survey One). 
Regarding resources and physical space, the limitations I experience are to do with my 
unique work circumstances (i.e. from home) rather than any oversight by the 
organization. Basically, I am well-provided for in my situation - no complaints (Participant, 
Survey One). 
My role is in transition as I complete my PhD and can then (potentially) start working full-
time hours. At this point, I‘ll have the chance to define my new role ... At the moment I‘m 
not utilising my best skills here due to working short hours and in a necessary role – I 
hope to change this in the future, and it‘s certainly not the fault of the organization 
(Participant, Survey Two). 
 
Whereas four participants mentioned working offsite/part-time as an issue in Survey 
One, only one did in Survey Two. The participant prefaced her comments by saying 
that despite the off-site nature of her role, the Office Communicator System and email 
were very helpful in maintaining contact with colleagues. 
5.3.2.3 Sources of knowledge 
Participants were asked how well their expectations were met against several elements 
at the team, Division and organizational level, with access to knowledge being one 
element. Available knowledge was the highest rated of all the elements at each of 
these levels for both surveys, and expectations ―met or ―mostly met‖ increased by the 
largest margin between surveys, when compared to changes in other elements. Sixty-
eight per cent rated their expectations of Knowledge within the Division as ―met‖ or 
―mostly met‖ in Survey One, which increased to 79% in Survey Two. This suggests that 
participants were even more satisfied with the level of knowledge available internally.  
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Table 7 lists the staff members who were major sources of advice (six or more 
colleagues sought their advice), and compares the number of colleagues who listed 
them as an advisor in Survey One and Survey Two. For example, in Survey One, 18 
participants said they went to the Division Manager for advice, and 18 went to a Senior 
Researcher in Team B, who was also the person who was most well-known to others in 
Table 6. Most of the advice-givers were colleagues within the Division, rather than 
people outside the Division, with reliance on internal staff increasing over time. This is 
likely to be related to the recruitment of senior staff with specialized knowledge. 
When re-surveyed, the top two advice-givers were still the key advice-givers, although 
in Survey Two fewer people went to the Division Manager for advice. This may relate to 
suggestions that she was less available. In Survey Two, there were a greater number 
of researchers who people went to for advice, with three new people in the organization 
becoming key advice givers within the 18-month period. In both surveys, some 
advisors were previous staff members who were now working elsewhere. 
Unsurprisingly, the top 13 advice-givers were senior staff, and included the 
management team members. 
 
Table 7: People who six or more colleagues went to for advice 
Top advice givers Survey One Survey Two 
Division Manager/Team B Manager 18 9 
Senior Researcher, Team B 18 14 
Senior Researcher, Team D 10 5 
Team A Manager 9 6 
Senior Researcher, Team A 9 8 
Mid-level Researcher, Team B 7 Left organization 
Senior Researcher, Team B 6 6 
Team C Manager 5 6 
Senior Researcher, Team D 5 8 
Senior  Researcher, Team C Joined org. after Survey One 6 
Team D Manager  Joined org. after Survey One 6 
Senior Researcher, Team A Joined org. after Survey One 5 
Mid-level Researcher, Team A 0 5 
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5.3.3 Ways of learning and sharing 
5.3.3.1 Most useful ways of learning and sharing 
Table 8 compares the ratings of the most useful ways of learning and sharing, between 
Survey One and Survey Two. In Survey Two all types of learning and sharing were of 
some use to all but two participants. The ―always‖ plus ―mostly useful‖ ratings for all 36 
elements of learning and sharing were compared, showing an improvement from 
Survey One to Survey Two, with 24 rated better, one the same and 11 worse. Informal 
communication, as well as formal communication, such as meetings, was rated highly. 
 
Table 8: Most useful ways of learning and sharing 
Note: Percentages are an addition of ―mostly useful‖ plus ―always useful‖ ratings. Items are 
included where the percentage for at least one of the surveys is above 75%. 
Level  Ways of learning and sharing Survey 
One 
Survey 
Two 
Change 
Team Communicate informally with team peers  96% 100% +4% 
 Communicate informally with manager  93% 100% +7% 
 Meet with team peers 93% 92% -1% 
 Observe my team peers 93% 75% -18% 
 Meet with Team Manager 81% 87% +6% 
 Observe my Team Manager 62% 83% +21% 
Division Communicate informally with Division peers  81% 88% +7% 
 Attend Learning Forum 71% 75% +4% 
 Meet with Division peers 71% 92% +21% 
Organization Communicate informally with organizational 
peers 
85% 76% -9% 
 Attend peer supervision 60% 83% +23% 
Outside 
organization 
Access Internet 96% 96% 0% 
 Attend seminars, conferences, workshops and 
short courses 
86% 83% -3% 
 Meet with external peers 81% 83% +2% 
 Participate in formal study 81% 85% +4% 
 Meet with colleagues in professional bodies 80% 70% -10% 
 Communicate informally with external peers  78% 88% +10% 
 Attend specialist seminars 67% 83% +16% 
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Ratings of ―expectations met‖ or ―mostly met‖ increased for all elements at the team 
level from Survey One to Survey Two. A respectful way of communicating was evident 
in these elements: Way people enquire into views of others in the team (79% to 88%), 
and the Way people listen to others within the team (71% to 88).  
In terms of my peers, I value interactions with them. They are generally very helpful and 
have pointed me to where I might need to go within [name of organization] to find the 
answers for something I might need (Participant, Survey One). 
 
In both surveys, the ―always useful‖ rating (5) was the most prevalent rating given for 
the different ways of learning and sharing within the research team, and the ―mostly 
useful‖ (4) rating was more common within the Division, and also outside the 
organization. In Survey One, ―sometimes useful‖ (3) was the most common rating for 
all the types of learning and sharing with others in the organization, which increased to 
―mostly useful‖ (4) in Survey Two. Ratings of expectations of learning and sharing 
within the Division improved, from 28 ―no expectations met‖ ratings given in Survey 
One, down to 16 in Survey Two. 
Table 9 shows the ways of learning and sharing that had the greatest degree of change 
over time. There were considerable improvements at the Divisional level and 
organizational levels, and less reliance on team peers and the Division Manager.  
 
Table 9: Most change over time in ways of learning and sharing 
Note: Percentages are addition of ―mostly useful‖ plus ―always useful‖ ratings. Table consists of 
changes of 11% or more in these two ratings between surveys 
Level Ways of learning and sharing Survey 
One 
Survey 
Two 
Change 
Team Observe my team manager 62% 83% +21% 
 Observe my team peers 93% 75% -18% 
Division Meet with Division peers 71% 92% +21% 
 Observe my Division peers 50% 67% +17% 
 Read information written by Division peers 48% 60% +12% 
 Observe my Division Manager 45% 57% +12% 
 Meet with all Division staff 44% 56% +12% 
 Meet with Division Manager 68% 50% -18% 
Organization Attend peer supervision 60% 83% +23% 
 Attend organization seminar series 50% 70% +20% 
 Attend specialist seminars 67% 83% +16% 
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5.3.3.2 Areas for improvement in learning and sharing 
Whilst the overall comments and trends on learning and sharing were positive, there 
were still some pockets of disappointment evident in Survey Two. One person, who 
was new to the organization, had a very high number of ―no expectations met‖ ratings 
in all categories, which suggested a level of general dissatisfaction. This could be 
attributed to unrealistic expectations. She commented: 
I am disappointed with the silo-isation of research programs and the competitive nature 
between them. I find that some research team managers seem to be focused on 
developing their own careers to the detriment of collaborative and collegial learning and 
sharing approaches to research and potential ideas for projects.  I think the senior 
leadership can lack transparency and that they are not present on the floor (Participant, 
Survey Two). 
 
Whilst all learning/sharing activities within research teams were rated as having value, 
the usefulness of Observing my peers  dropped by 18% in Survey Two. One participant 
said: 
My experience of learning and sharing information varies with different members of the 
team and other researchers, and has varied substantially over the last 12 months due to 
staff departing.  With some members, I find observing my peers is mostly useful, while 
with others, it might only be useful some of times… Over the years I have learnt who I 
prefer to seek assistance from and who I will go to if the options are limited but I still need 
some information (Participant, Survey One). 
 
Lack of collaboration was the second most frequently mentioned barrier to knowledge 
sharing within the Division in Survey Two, even though in reported collaborative activity 
there was an increased involvement of people in joint projects, publications, grants and 
other activity. Two people who commented on ―silos‖ in Survey One said that this 
remained a problem in Survey Two. One person pointed to an ‗Artificial division 
between ‗senior‘ researchers and others in the group‘. Two participants mentioned that 
research teams were in competition with each other for finances, leading to withholding 
information about grant/tender activity, and diminishing ‗collegial spirit and issues of 
territoriality‘. Comments included: 
Does not appear to be many projects that cross over different programs - doesn't appear 
to be the opportunity for collaboration across the Division (Participant, Survey Two). 
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Recently a competitive edge between programs has developed, apparently as one of the 
research programs is financially strapped. As a consequence, there are issues of 
territoriality and a lack of collegial spirit.   Programs are developing and preparing grants 
and other programs are unaware and this is not being shared, even at the program leader 
level.  The Division Manager has been totally disengaged from the research unit for over 
a year now and has had a detrimental effect on morale and desire to perform well 
(Participant, Survey Two). 
Although by Survey Two the ratings on organizational learning and sharing had 
improved, there were still concerns that positive organizational change was yet to 
occur. There were expressions of disappointment with the continuing loss of staff, the 
actions of the Board, and missed collaborative opportunities: 
We have lost a lot [Listed seven senior staff members]. The newer people are certainly 
making their mark but I still feel an emptiness (Participant, Survey Two). 
Still feels quite fragile at [name of the organization]. Other long-term staff are leaving – 
[names of two staff members]. Not happy with the way the Board handled the 
amalgamation (Participant, Survey Two). 
5.3.3.3 Value of informal learning and sharing 
In Survey Two, all participants rated informal communication with peers and their 
manager as ―always‖ or ―mostly useful‖, a further increase since Survey One. At least 
75% of participants rated communicating informally with peers at all levels as ―always‖ 
or ―mostly‖ useful in both surveys.  Observing my team manager was rated ―always‖ or 
―mostly useful‖ for 83% of participants in Survey Two – a 21% improvement over 
Survey One. This is not surprising as by this stage all four teams had a manager. 
There was a considerable improvement in meeting with Division peers informally, 
which 92% of participants rated as ―always‖ or ―mostly useful‖ in Survey Two, up from 
71% in Survey One.  
Informal mechanisms were considered more useful than formal forums as ways to 
learn and share.  
We are currently trying to facilitate knowledge sharing across our program. There are 
many idiosyncrasies to research at [name of organization] which one cannot know unless 
one's been here historically. At the moment we are all snowed under and informal sharing 
seems to be the best way to communicate for me at the moment - that's how I find out 
what I need to know (Participant, Survey Two). 
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Informal communication with peers in the organization was the highest rated of all the 
learning and sharing mechanisms at the organizational level in both surveys, and also 
rated highly as a way to share knowledge and learn from others outside the 
organization. 
Informal conversations are the best way - ask and someone tends to be able to help. I 
feel very comfortable asking questions here. Meetings are good but sometimes it's a little 
daunting asking questions in front of 20 people (Participant, Survey Two). 
 
5.3.3.4 Value of formal learning forums 
Whilst informal learning was valuable, formal learning mechanisms also had an 
important role to ensure consistency of communication, as this response to the 
question about barriers to learning and sharing suggests: 
It feels somewhat random to learn about projects others are involved in or skills people 
are learning - I often learn about these because people walk into our room to ask a 
question which I overhear and then it leads to a conversation about something we have in 
common or something I could contribute to (Participant, Survey Two). 
 
More regular communication appeared to be equated to the opportunity to share 
knowledge. Learning and sharing through the internet; attending seminars, 
conferences, workshops, short courses; participating in formal study; and meeting with 
peers all were rated highly. This was to be expected, given the express purpose of 
these forums was to promote learning.  
The ratings and comments in Survey One expressed a desire for all Division staff to 
meet more frequently. This was initiated through the monthly Learning Forum, which 
was very positively rated, and monthly staff meetings, which were not seen as useful in 
terms of learning and sharing. In Survey Two, only half of the participants (56%) rated 
meeting with others in the Division as ―always‖ or ―mostly useful‖, slightly higher than 
the results of Survey One (44%). This was echoed by comments made within the 
Intervention Design Group, with ―Mark‖ likening the staff meetings to ‗watching paint 
dry‘. Even though regular Divisional staff meetings had been re-launched, there were 
suggestions that the structure and/or content of the meetings could be improved. What 
staff found valuable was reviewing lessons learnt from projects, finding out what 
colleagues were doing and attending training sessions led by staff on areas of interest. 
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Staff rated general meetings for all organizational staff as least ―useful‖ in both surveys. 
In Survey One, one person said that such meetings were more like a PR exercise for 
management than a learning experience.  
Despite these low ratings, when participants were asked to describe the most 
significant change over the 18-month period, the highest number of comments referred 
to the value of formal meetings. Hearing at a formal meeting what a colleague was 
doing enabled them to later initiate an informal conversation with that person: 
Reinstating the staff meetings once a month was a good idea - I think this has helped to 
allow us all to have a sense of what others are actually doing. Personally this knowledge 
has allowed me to know who to talk to about different areas of my work - who to 
approach informally (Participant, Survey Two). 
The return of all-of-research meetings, and the more consistent Learning Forum 
meetings. While the research meetings could probably be altered in their format 
somewhat, they have allowed greater communication at the meeting, leading to greater 
knowledge sharing outside this forum (Participant, Survey Two). 
There is SO little inter-departmental discourse/traffic, formal or informal, even between 
[name of business unit] and Research, let alone overall. This just has to be a crying 
shame in terms of missed opportunities. I'm sure there would be a lot less groping for 
direction if we could somehow overcome our collective short-term/tunnel vision and 
scepticism (due to organization's recent history). It seems to be very hard to set up 
opportunities for creative exchange, even in a smallish organization like [name of 
organization], without an attendant sense of dread. I'm sure we've all done more (dead 
boring) workshops/planning sessions etc. than we'd have preferred. One thing I think 
really works is job swapping (placements), intra- and inter-organizational, which I guess 
isn't used so much as it involves much more and complex organizing. So much to gain! 
(Participant, Survey Two).  
5.3.3.5 Differing staff needs 
There were differences between what senior and developing researchers rated as 
―mostly‖ or ―always useful‖ in both surveys, and also how well their expectations were 
being met. Developing researchers rated Time to share and learn from others and 
Resources to do my job higher on both surveys, compared to senior staff, who rated 
time and resources as insufficient (Figure 15 and Figure 18: Key differences between 
senior and developing researchers in terms of expectations being met, Survey Two).   
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Senior staff had their expectations met to a greater extent than developing researchers 
in relation to Collaboration within the Division and within the organization (Figure 18), 
and found meeting with organizational peers and communicating informally with 
external peers more useful (Figure 19). This probably reflects their extended 
professional networks built over time.  
A member of the Intervention Design Group observed that some of these differences 
might be attributed to different fractions of employment. In Survey Two, 67% of the 
developing researchers were part-time or casual, compared to only 31% of senior staff. 
In addition, the senior staff members were extremely busy, so it was difficult for them to 
devote time to collaborate with the developing researchers, given the combination of 
their workload and the limited availability of developing researchers.  
Senior and developing researchers rated Knowledge in the team highly in both surveys 
and Learning in the organization low in both surveys. Whilst Recognition when I do 
things well was rated high in Survey One, in Survey Two this declined for senior staff. 
There was a marked improvement in perceptions of Sharing with others in the team for 
senior staff in Survey Two (38% expectations ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ in Survey One, 
compared to 75% in Survey Two). Utilization of my skills was high for both in Survey 
One, and dropped for both in Survey Two. 
Whereas in Survey One senior researchers found Observing their team manager 
useful as a learning strategy, in Survey Two, there was little difference between the 
cohorts. This could be partly explained by the presence of a full complement of team 
managers by Survey Two. Reading the quarterly Division external newsletter (a new 
category), was of more value to developing researchers. It is likely that the contributors 
to the newsletter were the senior staff, so this information may not have been new to 
them, explaining the difference in ratings. 
In summary, developing researchers sought information from a range of sources to 
develop their skills and knowledge, including learning from their peers, written 
information and formal learning. In terms of their career development, they were 
probably more at the receiving end of knowledge. Whereas senior staff learnt mostly 
from peers, and perceived less of a need to learn from colleagues in their Division, with 
their role sharing their knowledge and experience with others.  
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Figure 18: Key differences between senior and developing researchers in terms of expectations being met, Survey Two 
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Figure 19: Key differences between developing and senior researchers in ways of learning and sharing, Survey Two
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5.3.4 Expectations of work 
In Survey Two, average ratings for expectations of one‘s role were higher on all 
categories, compared to Survey One, except for Utilization of my skills and knowledge 
(Figure 20). In Survey One, 10 of the 12 elements in ‗Expectations of my role‘ had at 
least one ―no expectations met‖ rating, with six participants choosing this rating a total 
of 19 times. In Survey Two, only two participants gave a total of four ―no expectations 
met‖ ratings for elements relating to their role, a marked difference. One participant 
noted: 
This area has greatly improved for me over time - not just myself learning about my role 
and what I want/expect to be doing - but I have received greater direction and clarity from 
the Division Manager and supervisors which has been greatly beneficial (Participant, 
Survey Two). 
 
There were approximately half the number of ―no expectations met‖ ratings in Survey 
Two, compared to Survey One (79 in Survey One to 44 in Survey Two) across all 
levels (role, team, Division, organization and outside the organization), and only three 
participants in Survey Two gave this rating eight or more times, compared to eight 
participants in Survey One.  This again, suggests a higher level of satisfaction overall. 
Three participants gave more than 10 ―no expectations met‖ ratings. One was a new 
staff member who only participated in Survey Two, and as indicated previously, 
appeared highly dissatisfied. The other two were part of the Survey Design Group, who 
in Survey One, indicated a need for considerable improvement. One of these 
participants became part of the Intervention Design Group, and her ―no expectations‖ 
ratings dropped significantly in Survey Two. The other remained dissatisfied, with 
similar negative ratings in Survey Two.  
Whilst the perceived usefulness of ways of learning and sharing was high in both 
surveys, expectations of sharing and learning and the quality of listening and enquiry, 
rated lower for all categories except at the team level.  This suggests that participants 
had higher expectations of the learning and sharing experience than was being met. 
For example, ratings ranged from 29 to 54% for expectations ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ in 
terms of Sharing with others and Learning from others, in the Division, organization and 
outside the organization. The ratings of Way people enquire into views of others and 
the Way people listen to others, which was only asked at the Division and team levels, 
was between 54-61% at the Division level, with little change between surveys.   
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Figure 20: Extent to which expectations of role met, Survey One vs Survey Two
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At the other end of the continuum, expectations that were ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ tended 
to increase. Table 10 shows the largest changes between surveys in terms of ratings of 
expectations of the job role and interactions with others. Whilst half of the ratings 
increased, half decreased, such as Sharing with others outside the organization and 
Clarity of the Division’s goals. By the time the second survey was administered, work 
still had not been done to clarify the Divisional goals. 
 
Table 10: Key changes for ratings of expectations “met” or “mostly met” at work 
Level Elements that changed by 11% or more % met or 
mostly 
met 
Survey 
One 
% met or 
mostly 
met 
Survey 
Two 
% 
Change 
 
Unlike Survey One, when no participant rated the organization as meeting all their 
expectations on any element, Survey Two included ratings of expectations met on all 
elements, although ratings at the organizational level and outside the organization were 
low. The latter may be an unintended consequence of improving connections internally, 
with less reliance on external collaboration, diminishing connections. This is despite the 
fact that between surveys there were Division-sanctioned efforts to increase sharing 
with others in the sector. As the next section suggests, communicating with external 
colleagues was still considered important. 
My role Contribution of physical space to learning and 
sharing with others 
54 75 +21 
 Direction and guidance I get 64 79 +15 
 Resources I need to do my job 68 83 +15 
 Clarity of my role 75 88 +13 
 Utilization of my skills and knowledge 86 71 -15 
Team Way people listen to others within the team 71 88 +17 
 Sharing with others in my research team 64 75 +11 
Division Clarity of Division's goals 39 21 -18 
 Knowledge within the Division 68 79 +11 
Organization Collaborative activity within the organization 36 25 -11 
Outside 
organization 
Sharing with others outside the organization 54 33 -20 
 Learning from others outside the organization 50 33 -17 
 Collaborative activity outside the organization 54 38 -16 
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5.3.5 Collaborative activities 
Table 11 summarizes the types of collaborative activity that were occurring, by survey 
period. The greatest difference was in publication activity, which is shown in Figure 21. 
Two major collaborative activities were initiated by the Division around the same time 
as Survey One was administered, to improve knowledge sharing with practitioners in 
the field. These included an external newsletter to highlight research projects that were 
likely to be relevant to practitioners, and the establishment of a series of workshops to 
facilitate stronger working relationships between researchers and external clinicians. 
Only one third of participants said their expectations of collaborative activity in the 
Division and with external peers were met in Survey Two, whereas expectations of 
collaborative activity inside the organization increased. One participant suggested that 
the knowledge flow was mainly one-way (from the organization outward), and that the 
organization was not open to receiving external input: 
 [Name of the organization] shares (knowledge) well with others, I think, especially [name 
of business unit]. Perhaps [name of the organization] got a bit up itself for too long and 
forgot to seek knowledge and collaboration FROM others...? (Participant, Survey Two). 
 
 
Table 11: Type of collaborative activity and who was involved 
Who was involved in 
the collaborative 
activity? 
Type of collaborative activity 
 Research 
project 
Publication Grant/tender Other 
collaborative 
activity 
 Survey 
One 
Survey 
Two 
Survey 
One 
Survey 
Two 
Survey 
One 
Survey 
Two 
Survey 
One 
Survey 
Two 
Colleagues in the same 
team only 
6 12 12 26 7 6 0 3 
Included colleagues 
within the Division 
14 17 4 19 3 6 4 6 
Included colleagues 
within the organization 
6 5 3 2 0 2 8 3 
Included colleagues 
outside the organization 
24 17 13 37 5 11 6 10 
Total number of 
collaborative activities 
reported* 
41 45 31 71 15 17 18 20 
*Note: Some projects are counted twice – e.g. may involve Division members and external 
colleagues, or colleagues within the Division and within other parts of the organization. 
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One of the biggest reported differences between Survey One and Survey Two was the 
number of publications published, submitted, or in progress; up from 31 in Survey One 
to 71 in Survey Two, as shown in Figure 21. Initially it was thought this could be 
explained by the fact that a prolific Team Manager had responded to Survey Two, but 
not to Survey One. The converse was also the case, however, with another prolific 
Team Manager responding to Survey One but not to Survey Two. There was a 
substantial rise in collaborative activity throughout the Division, from 4 to 19, and with 
external collaborators, from 13 to 37. 
A member of the Intervention Design Group commented that the last time the survey 
was conducted there was a perception that to do research you had to engage with 
others outside the Division, as expertise did not exist in-house, but this changed, 
particularly with the employment of a staff member with strong quantitative research 
skills. 
Another observation from the Group suggested that competition for funding to secure 
ongoing employment undermined collaboration. That is, when the opportunity arose to 
apply for research funds, the person who identified the opportunity tended not tell 
others outside their team. The need to retain employment took precedence over the 
higher order desire to work in partnership with others, even though a collaborative 
approach might have achieved better project outcomes. 
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5.3.6 Time and space  
In both surveys, Time I have in the work day to learn and share with others was rated 
the lowest of the elements pertaining to one‘s individual role, with 43% of staff 
members rating this as meeting ―all‖ or ―most expectations‖ in Survey One, and 42% in 
Survey Two. Comments in Survey Two continued the theme of high workload and 
limited time to share knowledge:  
Time is a factor. If people don't have adequate time to share knowledge, it can hinder this 
process. People are generally very willing to share though, even under time constraints, 
but I think we have to factor this kind of time into our schedules (Participant, Survey Two). 
 
In both surveys, senior staff were less satisfied than developing researchers with the 
Time they had in the work day to learn and share, and only 31% rated their 
expectations as met in Survey One (25% in Survey Two), compared to 53% of 
developing researchers (58% in Survey Two).  
The survey responses also suggested that the physical space was not optimal to 
learning and sharing. At the instigation of the Division Manager, there was a major 
office move soon after Survey One was conducted. This appears to have been helpful, 
as in Survey Two ratings of expectations ―met‖ or ―mostly met‖ for Contribution of the 
physical space to learning and sharing with others increased from 54% to 75%. When 
asked about significant changes over the 18 month period, two people noted that 
changes in the office workspace had made a significant difference: 
...Another positive change has been the physical changes - in the [Team B] room, for 
example, the room was completely changed so there are no more partitions. The open 
plan encourages informal communication which is very important for a sense of wellbeing 
as well as collaborative work (Participant, Survey Two). 
For me personally, the most tangible positive change has been within [Team B] and 
arose from the reconfiguration of the workspace: getting rid of the partitions! It's 
impossible to overstate what a positive difference this has made to dialogue and 
knowledge flow within [Team B]...not just the removal of physical barriers but the entire 
spirit of the workspace. I'm sure we get more visitors from other Research programs now! 
There are a lot of blind spots in the building at [no. of building] which don't help 
awareness of each other, and the Great Divide between Research (Upstairs) and [Name 
of other business unit] (Downstairs) has been much commented upon over the nearly 5 
years I've been here - but nothing ever done (Participant, Survey Two). 
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5.3.7 Enablers of knowledge sharing  
There was a wider range of participant suggestions on ways to encourage knowledge 
sharing in Survey Two than in Survey One. Twenty out of the 25 people who undertook 
the survey in Survey Two responded to this question. The most frequently named 
positive factors were staff meetings (8), team meetings (5) and informal conversations 
(5). Meetings accounted for 13 comments, compared to eight comments in Survey 
One. In Survey One, seven people mentioned the provision of informal one-on-one 
support, either on a specific issue or in training new staff, whereas this wasn‘t 
mentioned at all in Survey Two. Peer supervision was mentioned in both years, as was 
written material, including a research bulletin, and organization updates.  
The responses to Survey Two indicate that many of the suggestions raised in Survey 
One had been addressed, and this will be explored in the Discussion Chapter. No 
drawings of knowledge flow were submitted in Survey Two, although one person said 
in the survey: ‗For [Team C] it looks like a hub of neurons with information firing all over 
the place‘ (Participant, Survey Two). 
5.3.8 Most significant change 
In Survey Two, participants were asked about ‘The most significant positive change 
you have noticed regarding knowledge sharing within the Division?’  Twenty-one of the 
25 participants commented. Of the fifteen who had observed changes, the themes that 
emerged (in order of number of comments made) are summarized in Table 12.  
These responses reinforced the benefit of formal meetings, as well as informal 
communication. The most frequently mentioned positive change was the revised format 
and scheduling of monthly staff meetings, which enabled individuals to get to know 
others, and subsequently feel more comfortable asking them for assistance and 
sharing knowledge. Relationships had strengthened over time, and the recruitment of 
senior staff had lessened the load on existing senior staff, and contributed, together 
with the learning forum, to improving skill development. Better communication was 
achieved onsite by removing the physical barriers around desks, and casual and part-
timers cited improvements through the availability of the Office Communicator and 
Intranet. 
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Table 12: Themes of most significant change over 18-months 
Most significant 
change 
Summary of comments 
Formal staff meetings 
and seminars promote 
knowledge sharing (8 
comments) 
Regular, well-run.  
Increased awareness of the work of research areas, sense of what 
others are actually doing and how things work within research 
Allowed me to know who to approach informally about different areas 
of my work. The agenda provides for greater communication, leading 
to greater knowledge sharing outside this forum.  
Improved sharing based 
on development of 
closer relationships with 
colleagues (5 
comments) 
Becoming more friendly with others in the research team so I am 
more comfortable sharing knowledge. 
Developed personal relationships, gotten to know people better, now 
feel more comfortable to ask questions and offer my perspective – 
feel part of the team. Last time felt a little isolated. 
Learning forum (4 
comments) 
More consistent, improved programming, learnt new skills from 
senior researchers 
New staff (4 comments) Stronger team - more skilled and experienced staff in critical 
research areas who continually share with other staff. Flow on 
effects have included; enhanced skills, more confidence in research 
designs and outputs; shared the burden of helping others, which was 
left to a few staff. 
Development of the leadership roles has been good 
Understanding of work 
(3 comments) 
Informal discussions and formal meetings have helped me to get a 
handle on all things. 
Technology (2 
comments) 
Office Communication keeps me connected to colleagues (work 
offsite). 
Intranet has assisted me to keep up-to-date with everything, 
especially as a casual member of staff. 
Physical space (2 
comments) 
No more partitions. Open plan encourages informal communication 
which is very important for a sense of wellbeing, as well as 
collaborative work.  
Made a positive difference to dialogue and knowledge flow...not just 
the removal of physical barriers but the entire spirit of the workspace. 
I'm sure we get more visitors from other [teams] now!  
Reporting (1 comment) Regular reporting on current projects and proposals 
No change (3 
comments) 
I cannot say I have observed significant change, but only working in 
[Team B] one day per week makes it difficult to comment. There has 
been lots of discussion about using Wiki as a way to improve 
information sharing amongst staff but I do not know that this has 
translated into any observable change. 
Can‘t comment (2 
comments) 
Too new to the organization to comment. 
Hard to see from the inside. Knowledge sharing has always seemed 
fairly good to me 
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5.3.9 Summary of survey findings 
The survey findings reveal a pattern of positive change between the surveys. A number 
of the suggestions made in Survey One were implemented in the 18 month period 
between surveys, and feedback in Survey Two suggested that these changes were 
welcomed. They show a number of factors that contributed to, or detracted from, 
knowledge flow in this environment at that point in time. The participants‘ comments 
acknowledge the role of context, including organizational history, politics, physical 
space and strength of relationships in facilitating learning and sharing. The importance 
of a diverse set of capabilities was evident, with comments attesting to the negative 
impact of losing senior researchers, and the positive impact of new researchers joining 
the Division with desired skill sets. The different expectations of senior staff, compared 
to developing researchers, suggest the need to tailor learning and sharing methods to 
match experience.  
Leaders have a significant part to play in setting and communicating shared goals, 
empowering and trusting others to play an influencing role, allowing time for learning 
and sharing to occur, and creating a climate that acknowledges the importance of 
collaboration flow, by encouraging formal and informal gatherings. Finally, the social 
milieu appears to contribute to learning and sharing, including the openness of staff to 
welcoming new colleagues, acts of caring, humour at work, socializing beyond work 
hours and a culture of respect for others. 
My reflections on facilitating the knowledge flow process that led to these findings will 
be discussed next. 
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6 REFLECTIONS: RESEARCH AND CONSULTING 
PROCESS AND PRACTICE 
 
The underlying assumption is that you as the researcher are yourself an instrument in the 
generation of data. When you inquire into what is going on, when you show people your 
train of thought and put forward hypotheses to be tested, you are generating data. 
Accordingly, some of your core skills are in the areas of self-awareness and sensitivity to 
what you think and feel within yourself and to what you observe going on around you, 
supported by the conceptual analytic frameworks on which you base your observations 
and interpretations (Coghlan & Brannick 2005, p. 41). 
 
The process of reflective practice is an intrinsic part of action research. This chapter 
focuses on my role as consultant, facilitator and academic researcher, and my 
reflections on the research process undertaken. In this role I straddled the 
insider/outsider boundary.  I was very familiar with the organization in which I 
undertook the research, yet at the same time was not an employee of the organization. 
I facilitated a group of practitioners in a ―ground up‖ process of enquiry. This enabled 
me to have a unique influence on the knowledge flow process. The experience and 
outcomes would have been quite different had I been contracted by management as an 
outsider to improve knowledge flow. This chapter reflects on that unique perspective 
and also describes the impact this experience has had on shifting my consulting 
process and practice.  
A key source of data was the learning journal I kept over a five-year period. The 
transcripts from the audio recordings of the 12 meetings with the Survey and 
Intervention Design Groups were another source of data. These transcripts enabled me 
to critically analyse my facilitator/researcher/ consultant role, and better understand 
how I led the collaborative process we engaged in.  
I deliberately do not draw on the literature or analyse the findings here. Chapter 7, the 
Discussion and Recommendations, concludes the thesis by suggesting what other 
practitioners and academics could learn from this study, combining an analysis of the 
findings and my reflections with the existing literature. 
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6.1 Motivation to undertake research 
The decision to commence a doctorate was made mid-way through my career as a 
Human Resources Consultant, which I‘d embarked on in my early thirties. At this time, I 
had been working as a successful independent consultant for six years, built on six 
years working in other consultancies. Yet I lacked some confidence. I started the 
doctorate in 2006 to expand my level of influence as a consultant and engage in more 
challenging assignments. I had always kept a learning journal, and an early entry was: 
I‘m also engaged in thinking about myself as a consultant and how I want to develop my 
practice...I‘m keen to take a critical look at the aspirations I have and try to step up and 
really maximize the contribution I make. I really want to put myself out there and be 
successful... Part of it is related to my self-image – seeing my own limits – not seeing 
myself in a more expanded role sitting at the big table with the boys - yet I have a lot to 
offer, so why not go for it?  (Journal, May 2006). 
 
An altruistic motivator, that was equally deep-seated, was the desire to create better 
outcomes for individuals and organizations, to nurture people to work at their best, to 
facilitate deeper conversations between staff members, to bring joy into the workplace 
and to maximize talents. In retrospect, I realise that the route I chose to do this was 
through developing my knowledge base. I wanted to learn more about the theory of 
learning and sharing at work, and also how I, as a consultant, could translate this into 
practice. I felt a need for greater rigour in the advice and processes I offered to clients 
to promote a collaborative way of working.  
6.2 Project initiation 
A key difference between previous consulting assignments and this project is that it 
was self- rather than client-initiated. In this case I was not a paid consultant, but was a 
researcher in a study that I had instigated. I wanted to understand ways to enable 
knowledge flow, and negotiated with senior leaders in this organization to undertake 
the research with their staff. To a certain extent, I drove the agenda, in that I had an 
established set of questions about learning and sharing that I wanted to explore. 
Clearly, however, there was a joint purpose in that the Division I worked with were also 
actively seeking ways to improve collaboration to meet their organizational objectives 
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of translating their research into practice. It was, therefore, a good marriage of 
interests.  
I brought to this research an understanding of literature of knowledge management, 
organizational learning, communities of practice and the concept of ―flow‖, as well as 
many years consulting and facilitation experience. I sought to understand this particular 
group of staff, their priorities and pressures, how they currently worked together, what 
worked well, and how they could learn and share more effectively. My role was to 
facilitate ways to help them to broaden capabilities across the Division and create a 
culture of learning and sharing. As discussed in Chapter 4, I had met many staff from 
consulting to the organization, and noticed a synergy between my interests and the 
collaborative way of working they sought to develop. I was keen to help them positively 
focus on achieving their objectives, despite the high degree of negativity in the 
organization. 
At the time of the research, I was reflecting on my career options and choices, writing 
my story and getting feedback from people who knew me well, using a range of 
professional development tools (Ibarra & Lineback 2005; Roberts et al. 2005).  Others 
described my strengths as: being positive and bringing joy to the workplace; good at 
inclusive communication and improving social processes; interested in developing 
others and helping them access their ―best selves‖; having a high level of emotional 
intelligence; able to comprehend complex information; and a good organizer. I felt that 
my natural optimism would be of value in this context, and the Human Resources 
Manager reinforced this view.  
6.3 Credibility and confidence 
By the end of this study I had spent 17 years consulting to a range of organizations. 
For me this is a deeply engaging process requiring a high degree of personal 
investment. Most assignments require a combination of competence and confidence to 
assure clients that you can deliver. From my journal reflections I became aware that 
before meeting a client or presenting at the end of the project I tend to be nervous and 
question whether I have done a good enough job. Even though I‘ve put time and 
thought and talent into the work I still wonder if it will meet expectations. I have 
reasoned to myself that this fear can be a positive force, because it prevents me from 
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being over-confident, and helps me to be thorough. Nevertheless, project consulting 
requires continually being scrutinized by others and can be stressful. 
At the start of the project I was seeking more rigour in my work, to develop greater 
credibility and to quell some of those fears. Working in this organization with a group of 
capable researchers in a quasi-academic setting was a particularly challenging context 
to choose to develop greater knowledge and improve practice skills. I assumed that as 
researchers they might be critical of my suggestions, although this wasn‘t substantiated 
by their behaviour. Rather than critical feedback, for example, when I first introduced 
the project at a Divisional staff meeting I noted in the sea of faces nods and smiles. 
There were good questions asked and many ideas on how to improve knowledge flow.  
Similarly, at the first meeting of the Survey Design Group, the mood of the Group was 
warm, friendly and interested. There were no particular questions asked about the 
project, they were happy to follow my suggested agenda, and the ‗Model of conditions 
that enable knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3, p. 59) that I presented made sense to them. 
Undertaking doctoral-level research to me signalled to others that I must have certain 
capabilities (knowledge, skills, expertise), and I felt I had to live up to their 
expectations. Although I‘d completed a research project as part of my Master‘s Degree, 
and had worked in a social research unit on a couple of research projects, this time I 
was a researcher working amongst dedicated researchers, seeking to generate new 
knowledge. Also, because I was trialling a new way of working, that is, relying on the 
Group to have a greater input into the research design and then delivery of 
interventions, I didn‘t have a clear map to follow.  At times I didn‘t feel confident about 
what I was doing, and would have to remind myself that it was reasonable to feel that 
way. After introducing the project to the staff, and prior to the first meeting of the 
Survey Design Group I wrote in my journal: 
I haven‘t read enough, thought enough, not prepared...same old, same old. When can 
one ever be prepared enough? I have to jump in and start and so I will. Things will go 
wrong. Things will be unclear. I will have to take steps back. But it will not be a disaster... 
(Journal, August 2007). 
 
In retrospect, if I had started with the perspective that this project was a valuable gift to 
the Division, I may have asserted myself and met more often with the Division 
Manager, who was the project sponsor. On the contrary, I felt that I should minimize 
face-to-face contact with her, as I thought she was under time pressure, and did not 
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want to add to her stress. The Human Resources Manager later said I should have 
checked the validity of this assumption, as she felt the Division Manager would have 
been happy to meet. In fact, at one stage I was asked to coach the Division Manager (I 
did not take up this offer), which suggests that she felt comfortable working with me.  
Throughout the research process, I questioned my authority, legitimacy, and 
confidence in the process in my journal.  I continually reviewed what I was doing as a 
researcher and what we were doing as a Group, by reflecting in my journal following 
meetings and also seeking feedback from the Group on the way I was working with 
them, and the way we were working together. I openly questioned the way I was 
facilitating the research process, encouraging feedback, dialogue and enquiry about 
our conversations. This reflective practice was useful as a researcher and is important 
as a consultant in terms of not assuming that others are aligned with your direction, 
and continually reviewing and refining the collaborative process.  
6.4 Control versus collaboration 
At the early stages of the research, I was strongly influenced by Complexity Theory and 
the concept of self-managing teams, emergence and flow. Whilst my consulting 
practice was moving towards embracing these ideals, I did not have a clear framework 
on how to proceed. In fact, I was more familiar with reacting to client‘s expressed 
needs and then being directive and prescriptive in the solutions offered. A journal entry, 
before commencing the collaborative process, shows my struggle with the tension of 
wanting to exert control in shaping the research project, yet resisting doing so: 
Feel like I‘m drifting around even though I am engaged in thinking through what to do to 
make a difference. It just like it‘s all a bit much – tricky to get a handle on; especially 
taking an emergent approach. If I were to be more controlling it may be easier. But I 
actually want to facilitate a collaborative process... So that‘s the challenge – to make 
something happen – to get the ball rolling. .. I need to keep reminding myself I have a 
suite of skills, quite a lot of information around knowledge, good intentions, time to 
devote, a strong desire to add value – what is missing? There is a bit about confidence 
and lack of assertiveness ... It‘s also that I feel I am imposing my will on others. Who am I 
to say you need this? How else could it be positioned? It‘s more about I have some ideas 
and a strong interest and I‘d like to see what is already there and see if something can be 
improved/enhanced  (Journal, April 2007). 
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The intention was to create a collaborative knowledge network that would facilitate 
knowledge flow within the Division. My usual role within this organization, however, and 
within other organizations, had been as a paid consultant. As the project proponent, I 
had chosen an emergent, collaborative process to enable knowledge flow. This 
process was a challenge because I was more familiar with working independently to a 
planned approach. That is, I was used to taking a specific brief from clients, who 
usually had a clear idea of what they wanted to achieve, and often how they wanted 
me to help them. I would then provide a project outline, steps and a timeframe to 
address that brief. Whilst the research plan was broadly defined, this project required 
me to ―go with the flow‖, allow new ideas to emerge, encourage participation and 
diversity of views, and not be attached to one way of working.  
Staying true to a collaborative, emergent, process meant I needed to judge when to 
―tell‖, and when to ―sell‖ an idea, or when to mainly listen and facilitate the discussion. I 
was careful to not steer the project in a predetermined direction of my choosing, but 
rather help the Group members determine the preferred actions. This required a high 
degree of trust in the process and in others that a useful way forward would emerge. 
Early in the research process, I had to constantly remind myself to step back and not 
be impatient with the pace. As a facilitator, my primary role was to encourage the input 
of those in the Group, ensuring all had a chance to contribute.  
Later in the project I talked to the Intervention Design Group about how to encourage 
reflective practice in the Division as an adjunct to the work we were doing. One of the 
Group members taught reflective practice in the sector so was interested. I wondered 
whether it was appropriate to advocate what I thought would be useful, as until this 
time I had tried to remain open to others‘ views rather than set the agenda. I decided 
that I would try to influence the Group to do something new, but that if they were not 
interested, then I would not pursue the matter. 
I declared to the Group that this was my preference and asked whether they thought 
undertaking additional interventions would be useful, as I didn‘t want to pursue this if 
others weren‘t interested. I experienced an internal tension between wanting to allow 
others to determine the pace and shape of the project and yet promote further activity, 
largely driven by my disappointment that the interventions had not been as effective as 
I had hoped, and my desire to explore other ways to enhance learning and sharing.   
 179 
I sensed, however, that the time for further action had passed. The announcement of 
an amalgamation was about to be made, staff were tired, and there was little energy to 
start another activity. Understanding the prevailing climate, and learning when to let go, 
was an important lesson. 
6.5 Engaging the staff 
As the research could not be undertaken without the active participation of the staff, I 
was dependent on their engagement. In considering ourselves a community of 
practice, as a non-staff member I was actually an outsider – I was not a practitioner 
within their Division. I did, however, have the benefit of prior experience consulting to 
the organization, and therefore straddled the insider/outsider boundary (Kemmis & 
McTaggart 2003).  Whilst I brought to the group consulting skills and some ideas on 
how to enable knowledge flow, they brought their research skills, their understanding of 
their colleagues, the organization, and the sector, ideas on how to champion the 
benefits of learning and sharing to others and a desire to improve their practice.  
Maclure (1996) explores the boundary dilemmas in action research and suggests that 
rather than seeing the academic/practitioner, insider/outsider roles as always 
opposites, it is possible to transcend and reconcile these supposed dichotomies if one 
has a history on the other side. Whilst I thought of myself as an outsider, in other ways 
I was engaged in the organization; I had invested considerable time on different 
projects and was familiar with their struggles.  
Being dependent on the goodwill, changing priorities, time availability, and interest of 
organizational members was challenging. Whilst attempting to engage the staff in this 
project, I was constantly reminded of their time constraints. It was difficult to find a time 
to meet with the Survey Design and Intervention Design Groups, as people were busy 
and this project was not their core business. Meetings were often limited to an hour, 
and the number of times we could meet was constrained by their availability. It required 
tenacity to actively maintain the interest, particularly of the Intervention Design Group, 
because of the many organizational issues that distracted them as the merger 
discussions intensified.  
Facilitating the project required a balance of asserting myself so we would progress at 
a reasonable pace, whilst maintaining good relationships with the Group members. I 
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made assumptions that I might be seen as a nuisance if I made too many demands of 
the Group. When forging relationships I tend to defer to others‘ needs, and do what I 
can to create a harmonious environment. Knowing that I required their cooperation 
over a long timeframe probably made me less likely to assert myself at times, for fear 
of creating tensions that might make it difficult to complete the study. I felt that I needed 
to continually sell the potential benefits of the research, maintain a reasonable profile, 
stay positive and keep others engaged.   
I also thought my role was to encourage Group members to continue to attend 
meetings. We usually met in the mid-afternoon, and so I made an effort to bring 
something special to eat with coffee, much like one would when entertaining guests. 
Nourishing them was like a gift that I believe helped to create a warm, inviting and 
informal environment. The food was often a conversation starter, served as an 
incentive, and was a way of showing I cared about them and appreciated their 
involvement.  As a facilitator, I tend to bring humour and self-deprecation into the 
group, and this approach also encouraged members to share their ideas in a playful 
way. By replicating the kind of environment in which I would have an informal 
conversation with friends, this created an open and relaxed ambience. 
Five of the staff members were involved in developing the survey with me. Two weeks 
prior to the survey roll-out I met, firstly with Team B, and then with the other three 
teams together, to maximize the participation of Divisional staff. In my journal I noted: 
About to ―sell‖ survey to Team B. What do I want to achieve? 
 Get them excited about the project and see it as a great benefit to them 
 Trust me to do it – see I have the capability 
 Understand the collaborative process [engaged in to date] (Journal April 2008). 
 
 
This approach seemed to have succeeded, as participation by staff members in the two 
surveys was high (76% of 37 staff in Survey One; 77% of 31 staff in Survey Two). In 
addition, the many and extensive written responses to the open-ended questions 
demonstrated a keen interest in understanding how knowledge sharing could be 
improved. This strong level of participation and sustained engagement over time 
suggested that this was an area of interest that merited attention.  
However, I had anticipated that engaging the team managers might be difficult, and this 
proved to be the case, partly because they were preoccupied by merger discussions 
 181 
and already had a high workload, and partly because some had not committed to this 
project. In fact, it was reported later in a discussion with a member of the Intervention 
Design Group (and also verified by the Division Manager), that one of the team 
managers actively opposed most ideas that were sponsored by the Division Manager. 
At the time I was not aware of this dynamic, but intuitively wondered whether there was 
a reason behind this team manager‘s lack of engagement in the project, particularly 
when early on in the project she made the express point to her staff that engagement in 
the project was optional. This should have been a flag for me to initiate a conversation 
with her to see if she had any concerns about the project that I could address upfront. 
6.6 Approach to facilitation and decision-making 
As a facilitator, my role was to enhance the process of enabling knowledge flow. This 
meant paying careful attention to maximizing the quality of the conversations we had 
as a Group. During all four meetings of the Survey Design Group, and the eight 
meetings of the Intervention Design Group, the level of enquiry was robust and open, 
and the members appeared to enjoy discussing the topic and exchanging ideas. Part of 
my role was to facilitate trust in each other and safety in disclosing information.  As the 
facilitator, I presented ideas as possibilities, encouraged exploration of diverse views, 
and actively sought suggestions from the Group about the way we worked together and 
what we did. The agenda was negotiable. I often presented to the Group lists of ideas 
that emerged out of the literature or survey data for them to decide what their 
colleagues could engage in. 
My role included asking questions, carefully listening, offering suggestions and inviting 
comments, and creating a climate where others felt they could be open and freely say 
what they thought and felt. The process of working collaboratively to design the 
research methods, collect the data, undertake analysis, and take action was intended 
to model the collaborative approach I hoped they would imitate with their colleagues. In 
particular, I wanted to facilitate an approach that emphasized open dialogue and a 
spirit of enquiry into others‘ views, rather than purely advocating a position. I sought to 
create a forum where there was a genuine interest in hearing the view of others before 
stating their view. Fostering this deeper level of listening drew on the wisdom of the 
group, and resulted in a range of approaches being canvassed. This led to better 
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outcomes in terms of the interventions proposed, as the ideas had been well-tested 
within the Group. 
The process involved constantly checking so that group members were satisfied with 
the direction of the discussion. For example, in one meeting I said, ‗Is this is a useful 
exercise for us to do right now in terms of getting a sense of what we are going to get 
out of this process?‘. During the meetings, I affirmed others‘ contributions, which 
encouraged participation. Group members reciprocated, demonstrating very positive 
behaviours. Complimentary comments peppered throughout the transcript of 
conversations, included, ‗Great!‘, ‗That‘s a good idea‘ and ‗You are so clever‗. There 
were usually three people plus me at each of the meetings, as one person went on a 
long period of leave (later returning to the Group) and another went on a secondment 
to another organization during this time.  
Group members each had different capabilities to contribute. They came from three of 
the four teams, plus ―Mark‖ was from IT and Thomas had a coordination and 
development role. He liaised regularly with the Division Manager and the management 
team and I assumed he would have some insight into how an intervention might be 
viewed from their perspective, based on his involvement in management meetings. It‘s 
not clear whether this was a useful assumption, given the lack of priority given to 
implementing the interventions. One of the members had worked in a University and so 
brought some suggestions from her time there, particularly in relation to the 
development of the Authorship Policy. We reviewed and refined ideas from previous 
discussions, so they were thoroughly explored, and all had a chance to contribute.  
Group members provided open feedback about what they thought would work and 
would not, based on their different experiences within the organization and elsewhere. 
A high level of enquiry infused the dialogue so that when a decision was reached it had 
been well-considered.  
In my experience, group decision-making is often not an easy process. Arriving at a 
collectively agreed decision can require a safe environment for individuals to express 
their views, as well as considerable negotiation. There were a couple of tools I 
employed to help Group members make decisions. Having a structured process to 
assess ideas raised was a helpful focus. For example, at the start of the project we 
discussed how to understand knowledge flow in the Division. I developed a table to 
capture the possible sources of data collection. I wanted to provide some ideas to 
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initiate conversation amongst the group about what we could do, whilst not leading 
them in a particular direction. We analysed the value of each method and who would 
be involved.  
Similarly, when the Intervention Design Group was considering potential interventions 
following the analysis of Survey One, I developed an Evaluation Matrix (Appendix G) to 
provide structure to our decision-making process, and to remind the Group that the 
purpose was to provide practical interventions to address the barriers identified in 
Survey One. Finally, when we presented the short-listed ideas at a staff meeting, we 
asked individuals to rate their intervention preferences on a ranking form (Appendix K). 
The criteria for making decisions meant the process was fair, rigorous and easy. 
Another dimension of working with the Design Groups was engaging in reflective 
practice. At the fifth meeting of the Intervention Design Group I asked the group for 
their feedback on whether the process and time commitment was working for them, 
and when it would make sense to administer Survey Two. ―Mark‖ responded that the 
pace of meetings had worked well for him, and we agreed on a survey date. The value 
of the Design Groups‘ discussions became even clearer to me after I transcribed our 
conversations, and reflected on the Groups‘ accomplishments. At the sixth meeting of 
the Intervention Design Group I shared my reflections on these discussions, particularly 
around the Authorship Policy, commenting that I was beginning to understand how 
critical getting credit for authorship was, the trust involved, and the value in addressing 
this issue. I added that I was impressed by the quality of our conversations and what 
we managed to agree on within an hour meeting. The complexity of what we were 
trying to achieve was becoming apparent, and I was genuinely pleased with the 
progress we had made in developing solutions to some ambiguous situations. 
Expressing my thoughts and concerns openly allowed us to have honest conversations 
about what the Group would do next. 
The Intervention Design Group also added value by rigorously critiquing potential 
interventions. By the time the top five suggested interventions were shared with all 
staff, who were asked to rank the ideas, they reflected the interests of many of those 
present. The Intervention Design Group agreed that we would proceed to develop the 
ideas that the majority of staff rated as most useful to implement. The suggested 
interventions were approved and few new ideas from the broader group of staff 
emerge. It was a confidential ranking form, so one might expect that if there were other 
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ideas, they would be stated. This is assuming, however, that others‘ ideas were usually 
listened to. It could be that staff felt there wasn‘t any point in contributing new ideas as 
they would not be heard. Another possibility is they were not interested enough to offer 
other ideas. A third possibility is that these ideas, together with the learning and sharing 
initiatives that were already being put in place by management, were addressing the 
barriers to knowledge sharing that had come out of Survey One.  
A respectful, enquiring method of conversation was very evident throughout the 
discussions with both Groups, with comments such as, ‗Sorry, I just completely cut you 
off. That was very rude‘, showing a high degree of self-awareness and interest in 
ensuring group harmony was maintained. Liberal doses of humour and self-
deprecation were abundant, as were demonstrations of useful questioning and 
respectful listening. Individuals would actively listen to others, paraphrasing what they 
were saying so they understood the opinion, adding to the progression of the 
discussion, and confirming their agreement with others‘ views. At other times, such as 
when discussing possible ways that the staff could rate the proposed interventions, the 
conversation was full of interruptions and unfinished thoughts.  Whilst, in retrospect, it 
seems as if we weren‘t listening to each other, at the time it was like being carried on a 
wave of energy as Group members built on each other‘s ideas:  
Susan: [An evaluation matrix] could be a way of sort of testing the value of each of these 
activities and help us to think about what else... Is it better to, like, present it at a staff 
meeting? Like have 10 minutes and say this is what we‘re thinking? 
Thomas: Actually that‘s not a bad idea. We have a staff meeting in a couple of weeks. 
Lisa: And also pitching something like this to the group to look at... like three multiple 
choice questions - you need something really simple without all the guff guff that goes 
with it… 
Thomas: Yeh 
Mark: Yeh 
Lisa: And just talk about what are the processes that might apply and what are the best 
ways to enhance knowledge flow and achieve organizational objectives and have your 7 
or 8 or however many there are and ask them to rank them, or circle three, or... And then 
we get that back and then we can assess… 
Susan: And we can actually even do that on the day. You get three red dots each and 
you just stick your... 
Lisa: And have like three or four lines for them to type in comments, so they can explain 
why it‘s important and if we can interpret the data when it comes in and make head or tail 
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of it. And if everyone is saying no research planning days because we haven‘t got time 
then we‘ll know that about what is driving that kind of feedback. 
Mark: That‘s good. Because then you get some preliminary idea about the ideas that are 
going to … 
Susan: So do it on the day or do an email following up?  Just talk about it on the day 
or…? 
Lisa: Well that‘d be good you could have 30 people in the room and get them to fill out a 
one-pager on the spot, it‘d take 10 minutes – it‘d take them 5 minutes to fill out the form 
and you can blab for 5 minutes and then can sit down and fill it out and write the 
comments and then you have your dataset and you don‘t have to wait. And then you can 
just send it out by email to those who weren‘t there… 
 
This fast-paced pattern of problem-solving demonstrated a high degree of closeness in 
the Group. Sometimes it was as if Group members were finishing each other‘s 
thoughts, and other times they extended ideas. It was like the conversations one might 
have in a close family, or with friends who have known each other a long time. There 
was a deep understanding of what the other was thinking before they said it, and a 
trust in the other person to develop the idea to the next stage. 
6.7 Multiple roles played 
The role of facilitator of the Groups in this research project was only one of the roles I 
played.  I was also expected to share my understanding of knowledge management 
theories. In the earlier discussions with the Design Groups, I spent time educating 
others about why knowledge management was important, and how it could be 
enhanced. This aligned with their mission of translating research into practice. In one 
early discussion with the Intervention Design Group, when we were talking about which 
interventions to recommend, I mentioned the concepts of ―stickiness‖ and ―leakiness‖ of 
knowledge to find out if that would trigger any comments about either concept as an 
issue for the Division. Although these conditions were not explicitly explored, part of the 
process involved probing to see if some of the theories in the literature were being 
played out in the organization, and to give them new ways of thinking about how 
learning and sharing can be affected. At one point, a Group member reflected on the 
two types of knowledge flow that exist, which demonstrated that he was integrating 
information from previous discussions. 
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Mark: I know this is going to sound obvious but it‘s almost like there are two directions of 
information or knowledge, and one is the individual drawing knowledge or information into 
themselves and some of that is the sort of material that you embed in your performance 
development plan, so the mentorship and the shadowing etc. And the other is the 
opposite of that where people are repositories of knowledge and you are talking about 
how do you get that knowledge pushed out and shared out to the group.  
 
Later in the meeting, ―Lisa‖ sought my advice, asking what the literature said about how 
to transfer knowledge. I was a little confused at that stage, as I was focused on my 
facilitation role, not my ―expert‖ role. I had momentarily forgotten that I was being 
looked to as an adviser, as well as a facilitator.  
My usual consulting style is to help others to work together more effectively, by directly 
coaching managers to reflect on their own practice; developing enabling policies, 
processes and programs; analysing what is working and could be improved from the 
point of view of employees, through interviews and surveys; and enhancing learning 
and sharing. As a consultant, I am paid to assist an organization address a critical 
need. In this case the power dynamic was reversed – I was the instigator – and the 
outcomes were unknown. As in consulting, however, I needed to guide others to keep 
the project on track. I still had to gather information, help the Group to make decisions, 
and also influence others to take action, as in any consulting project. The research not 
only drew on my past work experience, but also provided the opportunity to trial new 
approaches based on the literature, to learn from the self-selected group with whom I 
was engaged, and to learn from my reflective practice.  
My journal was a useful way to actively reflect on and make sense of this process and 
my roles as facilitator/researcher/consultant. I was confident of my competence, certain 
I had good intentions, and convinced that this was a useful process for the Division. At 
times, however, I oscillated, questioning my approach to the collaborative process. I 
knew there was not a single ―right way‖, but because the process was unique, self-
doubt emerged about the value I might be adding, and whether I was imposing on their 
busy work lives. Then I would remind myself that the project would be beneficial to this 
work group, that I had much to offer, and that the outcomes would be worthwhile.  
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6.8 Implementation responsibility 
Whilst I have made some distinctions between the facilitator, action researcher and 
consulting roles, they do overlap, and have features in common. All require good 
listening, relationship development, enquiry, genuine interest in others, and the ability 
to observe, reflect, and manage a process to enable effective decision-making and 
useful actions to be taken. The implementer role was another matter.  
In the second meeting of the Intervention Design Group, I initiated a discussion about 
our roles, as I sensed that some of the interventions might not be put in place if Group 
members were relied on to do the work. I wanted us to have an explicit discussion, 
rather than make assumptions about our respective roles. It was important to 
continually review how we worked together and check our expectations so that there 
was a shared agreement. At the outset of the project I did not anticipate developing the 
ideas raised by myself. I had expected a shared workload, with my role as primarily a 
facilitator, not a doer. If they were active in the implementation process, they were 
more likely to take greater ownership of the outcomes. Yet I felt under time pressure, 
knowing that before administering the second survey, which was planned to be 12-18 
months after the first survey, we needed to put some interventions in place. I said: 
Susan: So I suppose with some of these ideas it‘s also about, what is my role, like what 
could I do to help? I‘m not really clear about what my role could be, because I haven‘t 
done this before. But, you know, it‘s like, if you could use me to do some stuff then I‘d 
happily do some things that make sense that would move things along... but I also want 
to see how we work collaboratively to progress some of these ideas and embed them 
(Transcript of meeting two, Intervention Design Group, October 2008). 
 
When I look back at this quote, I realize my need to make things happen was probably 
the overriding emotion guiding this discussion. Even though, at a rational level, my 
preference was that they did more of the hands-on work, I subverted this by offering to 
do it myself, taking away that responsibility from them.  I made the assumption that 
progress would be hampered if I didn‘t step in. This goes back to the tension between 
my familiar territory of controlling a project and the desire to facilitate an emergent 
process. I set the scene by volunteering to do the work. This possibly fit with their 
assumptions of my role, as they were familiar with me as a paid consultant. 
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In my consulting capacity, I had been involved in drafting the position description to 
define ―Thomas‘s‖ role as Research Development Manager, which he had been 
appointed to a few months later. In terms of enabling knowledge flow, his was a key 
role in the Division. He was responsible for the administration of research and 
development activities, ensuring appropriate use of resources, seeking additional 
funding, reporting, developing policies and procedures and fostering internal 
collaboration. This required regularly meeting with the management team. He agreed 
to liaise with management regarding the implementation of ideas, given the 
Intervention Design Group‘s concern over their limited level of influence. 
When we later discussed how to translate the interventions into practical action to 
improve learning and sharing, however, it took some time for members to become 
more involved in acting. This dynamic could also be attributed to their lack of skill or will 
to take on the task of developing these ideas further. Workload, role identity, or 
resistance to implementation could be other reasons. Talking about the ideas was one 
thing, but taking the next step to implement change was another. Whilst I did not drive 
the agenda in terms of determining which interventions to proceed with, I translated the 
ideas raised by the Group into suggested actions in order to influence Divisional 
practice. For example, from our conversation about secondments, I developed a paper 
which summarized the principles and benefits of secondments, and outlined a potential 
process. As I had previously developed a secondments program for another 
organization, it made sense for me to combine the Group‘s suggestions with a process 
I had already developed.  
Had I said my role was purely to facilitate, it would have been interesting to know what 
would have happened to the intervention ideas. By stepping in did I disempower them? 
Should I have stepped back and let them decide, from the available time they had, how 
they wanted to spend it? My genuine enthusiasm for enhancing learning and sharing, 
combined with my drive to fix things and embed change, were strong influences on the 
role I assumed. Allowing the Group members to take a lead in institutionalizing 
interventions would have been an alternative approach that may have resulted in 
different outcomes. In the future, I will be mindful of my need for control, enquire into 
potential obstacles to implementation and trust the process, much like the Open Space 
Technology principles of what gets done gets done with those present, and whatever 
happens is the only thing that could have happened (Owen 2012).  
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Being a doctoral project, I felt that this was a unique opportunity to effect positive 
change in a useful and tangible way, and I didn‘t want to waste the opportunity.  In the 
back of my mind were stories of doctoral projects where things had gone wrong and I 
wanted my project to have a positive outcome. So whilst the project and process were 
collaborative, I strongly felt that I was the one responsible for determining the outcome. 
This internal conflict between outwardly acting collaboratively yet feeling ultimately 
responsible has only became apparent on reflection. My over-investment in attributing 
change to my effort, rather than understanding that I am often just part of a wider 
system, was a key learning. 
At the fourth meeting of the Group, ―Lisa‖ asked about the Group‘s role, saying, ‗I 
mean, essentially, are we monitoring what is going on in the organization?‘. My 
response was that we were trying to put in place some new activities to enhance 
knowledge flow, and also to accelerate actions that were already happening. This 
intention aligned with the survey feedback, which suggested that because efforts to 
enable knowledge flow were not explicit, it was not occurring. In meetings, we kept 
returning to the notion that we were there to help embed knowledge flow, but not 
necessarily to implement ideas, which they felt was beyond their authority, influence 
over resources and available time. The verb ―embed‖ was interpreted as helping to 
develop some ideas about what to do differently to a level that they could be 
institutionalized by those with authority. The following conversation illustrates that 
dilemma: 
Susan: … when I went away from the meeting the other day I sort of went I don‘t know 
what I’m doing. And Thomas (the Research Development Manager) and I had this 
conversation, because some of this stuff is like what he’s doing with his role and what‘s 
useful for me to do, and then you guys have decided to be on this group so what you’re 
interested in doing, and then how we engage with others. Because there is a lot of 
activity, so sort of trying to get some clarification about how do we each use our time and 
our talents... 
Mark: And from my perspective to be really frank, blunt..  
Susan: Yep good 
Mark: I think that all this stuff is really important and it‘s really great, but I think it‘s beyond 
the remit of this group to get into the nuts and bolts exactly about how you produce 
publications, because this group is about knowledge and this is about products and 
output. It feels related to what we‘re doing here as a group, but the primary focus of this 
group is not to increase the output of our publications, that‘s not what we‘re here for. I 
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think if we identify that publications and establishing good processes for enhancing 
knowledge flow, all that sort of stuff within research is really important, and we want to set 
that up, we can help and assist research to work out how to do that, but I don‘t think that 
this group is about working out how to increase publications…  
Susan: Well it‘s enhancing knowledge flow to achieve organizational objectives.  
Mark: So it‘s doing our job better 
Susan; Yeh, so it‘s the how and one of the objectives would be to increase output. So in a 
sense it is a how... 
Mark: I guess so, but I …: But I think Thomas is right, the idea of embedding it somehow, 
facilitating interaction that allows that to happen... 
Thomas: Yeh… 
Susan: Well, mmm I just think if we can capture some of the ideas that have been raised 
it may be something that we say the group has talked about this, and it may be beyond 
this group to implement, but identify it as an important thing that needs to happen in some 
form or other. 
Thomas: Yeh, …publishing process could come in…make sure that it is embedded.. the 
bigger picture...have program sessions...That‘s in terms of where the group stops .. I‘m 
not sure it‘s our role to do those things, so the value is identifying what is being done and 
how that can be built on. 
Susan: And there may be that some of these things... like we could take a lead in this..  
Thomas: But the reality is there are Learning Forum and staff meetings ... like there are 
already a lot of things going on... 
Susan: Mm Mm. It could be that this group is a catalyst for getting cross-team working 
groups together to look at some of these things. 
Lisa: My only concern is people‘s capacity to contribute. Thomas has a specific role and .. 
Susan: your time is limited 
Lisa: The time I can commit and others would be able to commit beyond their project 
work is really limited, so if you are telling, if you‘re suggesting that people are going to get 
together in teams I don‘t think it‘s going to work, I don‘t think many people would put up 
their hands, and if they would they‘d be in it for a while and then other things would take 
over. So, I think that our role is as a brains trust to get together and talk about the 
potential, and awareness raising and the kinds of ideas that we can pitch to others, but 
I‘m not sure that we‘re in a position to ... where we can actually make any changes... 
Susan: So this is the issue - who has the capacity to actually implement the ideas. 
Lisa: Mmm 
Thomas: Well some of it falls to me, it‘s in my job, but maybe it comes back to where you 
can … 
Susan: Yeh, and I have some capacity 
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Thomas: it comes back to ... perhaps the process of deciding what to do, it‘s maybe 
making recommendations to [name of Division Manager], really, about knowledge flow 
and what should be taken up for her to discuss with [name of Team A and Team C 
Managers]. It‘s then their role to make the resources available.  
 
On reflection, Group members were making a clear statement in this discussion that 
they did not feel it was their role to implement actions. Rather, their role was to make 
recommendations to the management team about what could be done differently. Yet 
this wasn‘t what I wanted to hear. Given the discussion about lack of time, resources 
and authority, it was important (to me!) that the Intervention Design Group determine 
what was within their locus of control to change, what each member was prepared to 
contribute, and how our roles fit with those of management.  If they merely made some 
recommendations to the management team, then I wondered about the value of the 
Group‘s work, and what the purpose of the second survey was, if little had changed in 
the intervening 18 months. I felt that there was a need to progress from discussion to 
development of ideas, as we had agreed at the start of the project that we would 
capture perspectives of what was working or not working, take steps to improve 
learning and sharing, and then seek staff feedback on whether the Division was 
working more effectively. Therefore, a critical step for me was implementation, and it 
appeared this part of the project was in jeopardy of not being done.  
At the time I attributed this lack of commitment to action to the organization being in 
flux, and the difficulty for them in managing their own accountabilities, let alone taking 
on additional tasks. It also could have been inertia, risk aversion or passivity on their 
behalf. As far as action research was concerned, the planning and discussing stages 
worked well, but the implementing stage was problematic. It seemed to take an 
inordinate amount of time to get things done. Meetings were usually a month apart. If 
no action was taken between meetings this would delay processes and we would lose 
momentum. Yet, in retrospect, I was the one driving the action, whereas in an action 
research project, it makes sense for the group to drive the change. Looking back at this 
transcript, there was a lack of alignment between my expectations and theirs.  I 
possibly needed to stand back and modify my expectations, and let the Group 
determine what could be achieved. 
Another indicator that my needs were misaligned with those of the Division was an 
early email from the Division Manager. I had sent her papers I had prepared, with input 
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from the Intervention Design Group, including the ‗Ways to facilitate publications‘, 
‗Secondments Paper‘ and the ‗Planning Day‘ paper (Appendices N, R and S), seeking 
her permission to send them to all staff. Her response was: 
Looks fine Susan. Happy for you to send these out I guess, understanding that although 
we might discuss these issues, it doesn‘t necessarily mean they can be implemented and 
there is a whole other process to get through before they do (Email from Division 
Manager, April 2009). 
 
I did not explore what she meant, and in retrospect, it would have been useful to meet 
with her to seek her view on the Group‘s role, her expectations, and if there were other 
actions we could take to jointly support learning and sharing. I was so engrossed in my 
view of what we were there to do, that it clouded my reception to comments about the 
feasibility of implementing the interventions we were proposing. 
I kept copies of the email correspondence sent to all staff regarding the organizational 
changes that were taking place that coincided with the period of my research. It wasn‘t, 
however, until I made a chronological list of events, intertwining organizational 
announcements with my project milestones that I started to appreciate the influence 
these events must have had on individual staff. At the time I didn‘t fully realize the 
degree of turmoil within the organization. The restructuring of the organization resulting 
in the Division Manager being made head of Research, the resignation of the CEO, the 
instigation of the organizational review, the appointment of the administrator and finally 
the announcement of the amalgamation with a much larger organization were all 
potentially destabilizing influences, whilst I was trying to bring about positive change. 
6.9 How much is enough? 
By the third meeting, the Intervention Design Group had chosen five intervention ideas 
to present to all staff for consideration. ―Lisa‖ asked if this was enough, although she 
did acknowledge that there were a number of mechanisms for learning and sharing that 
had recently been initiated. I offered some additional suggestions which had not arisen 
from the previous discussions, including encouraging coaching, shadowing, mentoring, 
and field trips. There wasn‘t a response – the conversation went in another direction, 
and so these suggestions were not pursued. 
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Later, in what was to be the eighth and last meeting of the Intervention Design Group, I 
raised a concern about whether we had accomplished enough.  I wanted to bring about 
some positive change, and perhaps my expectations were unrealistic about what we 
could achieve. I wondered whether the interventions we had worked on had addressed 
the key concerns about barriers to knowledge sharing out of Survey One. One of the 
findings that emerged was about the different learning needs of developing compared 
to senior researchers. Had we catered to those different needs? I was also keen to 
challenge myself by implementing some new ways of learning and sharing, such as 
story-telling, the ‗Most Significant Change‘ discussion method, and a deeper level of 
reflective practice. I wanted to satisfy my own learning needs at the same time as 
encouraging the staff to share their stories and values.  
I suggested some additional interventions, acknowledging to the Group that my role 
had largely been guiding their discussion and analysing how to enhance knowledge 
flow based on the survey data collected. I thought that, to some extent, the agreed 
interventions did not satisfy an important part of knowledge flow, which includes 
developing richer, trusting relationships, with a free flow of learning and sharing from 
others in the network.  I wondered if the interventions we had developed - revising a 
policy, putting a publication procedure in place, developing ideas for facilitating 
publishing, and writing several papers to explore different ways of enhancing 
knowledge flow - were safe options. I thought more could be done to embed practices 
of learning and sharing in the way the Division worked. 
The ideas I suggested included holding informal learning forums, where, for example, a 
group might gather and discuss their experience of giving their first conference 
presentation, and what they learned from this experience. This linked to the survey 
findings, which suggested a desire to engage in explicit knowledge sharing activities, 
with a particular emphasis on enhancing the capabilities of the developing researchers. 
Another suggestion was to facilitate a staff discussion on one significant change that 
each person thought had resulted from this project (―Most Significant Change‖ 
technique). It was anticipated that those present would agree on the most significant 
change for the Division, and discuss implications for future ways of working together.  
Unfortunately, these two ideas, which emerged towards the end of the project before 
the administration of Survey Two, were not implemented. We discussed the details of 
how we might implement them but, as the time passed, interest seemed to wane. The 
 194 
amalgamation was imminent, the end of the year was approaching, and the 
Intervention Design Group had met several times. In addition, the Group felt that formal 
forums were now encouraging open discussions so there wasn‘t a need to meet in an 
informal way. Other reasons for the lack of interest may have been that the ideas did 
not originate from this Group, rather were suggested by me; the ideas may not have 
been well expressed; the potential outcomes may have seemed intangible; group 
members were preoccupied with merger plans and may have lacked the energy to 
engage in additional activities; these ideas were seen to be too challenging to 
implement; and my own energy was diminishing. Whilst I wanted to do more, a higher 
priority was administering Survey Two before too many people left the organization, 
which was predicted as a result of the forthcoming merger.  
Feel like I am often pushing what I think is right, good for people. But I need to act like a 
magnet. Or see myself or rather focus on attraction to ideas, drawing interest, creating a 
reason to be interested, to think about motivation, what motivates others to try something 
new? What are the drivers? Why? Why listen to me? (Journal, June 2009). 
 
The uncertainty in the organization appeared to overshadow the progress we could 
make. As a Human Resources Consultant who has facilitated change processes, I 
understand that any organizational change can be difficult. Trying to institute positive 
change in the midst of this turmoil, however, was dispiriting at times. My dominant 
mindset was a need to effect practical and positive change for the staff, in return for 
their involvement in the project. In retrospect, a useful way of thinking would have been 
to think of my role as supporting them during a time of great uncertainty, shifting the 
responsibility from me, to them. I had preconceived notions of what was ―good enough‖ 
to achieve, whereas I could have trusted the Group to deal with a level of change they 
were comfortable with. 
6.10 Business outcomes 
I held an informal meeting with the Division Manager after the completion of Survey 
Two. She had left the organization six months earlier. She felt that I had been very 
helpful in bringing about greater collaboration and responsibility for knowledge sharing 
and commented that prior to the project the Division had typically worked in a 
hierarchical way. The creation of the collaborative knowledge networks (the Design 
Groups) had influenced other activities. For example, the leadership of the regular 
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learning forum was now distributed between different staff members, based on who 
had knowledge to share. Attendance at staff meetings had increased, and she noted 
that there appeared to be a greater sense of commitment to others in the Division. This 
was heartening, as was the positive feedback that I received during the process. 
I discovered that she had tried to develop shared goals with the team managers, but 
had faced considerable difficulty, as their focus was on their team, not divisional 
outcomes. This was an informal conversation and I did not explore the reason behind 
the difficulties. 
Although the publishing process was not institutionalized during the project, many 
months after the amalgamation the new Division Manager expressed in interest in 
reviewing and implementing the documents and process we had created. This delay 
accords with the literature, which suggests that knowledge enhancing interventions 
often take some time to be embedded. 
6.11 Academic learnings 
At the start of Chapter 5: Findings, I quoted Patriotta (2003, p. 6) ―the more we know 
the less we see‖. The large volume of data the project generated, particularly from the 
surveys, meant that it took some time to distil the key findings. As an academic, a study 
of this kind requires considerable time to analyse. I deliberately wanted to generate 
quantitative and qualitative data to be able to both describe and assess knowledge 
flow, and hence arrive at a rich understanding of the drivers, relationships, pressures 
and work conditions that were perceived as promoting and impeding learning and 
sharing. 
As indicated at the outset, my role was not one of dispassionate observer; rather I had 
been deeply engaged in working with the organization. As an academic, working with a 
group of researchers, I was surprised at how, when there is trust in one‘s competence, 
benevolence and integrity, others do accept one‘s authority, are prepared to seek 
guidance and go with the flow. I suffer from the ―impostor syndrome‖ (Clance & Imes 
1978), which I understand is common in academic circles, which can impede rather 
than facilitate learning, as I lacked confidence and thought others were questioning my 
credibility when, to my knowledge, they were not. 
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Another reflection is aligned to complexity theory, which suggests that organizations 
can be complex and full of ambiguity. I realised that initially I was taking a somewhat 
simplistic approach to the analysis of the findings, and that the data was actually quite 
contradictory in some areas. Rather than glossing over these paradoxes, I realised that 
it is important to examine what the outlying data may be saying. One example of this 
paradox was the barriers and enabling factors to facilitating knowledge sharing. It is not 
merely a matter of addressing the barriers or encouraging the enablers, rather there is 
a need to focus on both sides of the equation, which will be further explored in the next 
chapter (See Figure 22, Chapter 7).  
Knowledge takes many forms. Analysing the forms of knowledge flow that were being 
encouraged through the interventions helped me to see patterns about the types of 
knowledge that can be important. This links to some of the existing knowledge 
management models I referred to in the Literature Review, and is discussed in Chapter 
7 (see Table 13, Chapter 7).  
In summary, it appears there had been a shift towards a decentralized way of 
communicating and sharing information in the Division, which seems to have worked 
well. Despite my expectations, drive for action and need for control, the Groups did 
play a positive role in placing knowledge sharing on the agenda, and there was positive 
learning and outcomes, which will be described in the final chapter.  
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7 DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Change will occur to the extent that we use each particular event as a sample of the way 
we wish the larger implementation to proceed. Each moment becomes an example of the 
destination (Block 2000, p. 281). 
 
‗Enhancing knowledge flow to achieve organizational objectives‘ was the research 
study, and the setting was the Research Division of 30+ staff in a not-for-profit health 
organization of 200 employees. I initiated the project to facilitate a collaborative, 
emergent process with a group of practitioners to improve tacit knowledge flow within 
their work group. The challenge I set myself, as an experienced human resource 
consultant, was to deliberately eschew a planned and directed project management 
approach. Instead, I drew on the literature on self-organising teams from fields 
including complexity theory, knowledge management, organizational learning, the 
learning organization, reflective practice, and the concept of flow, to work with a group 
to first describe and assess knowledge flow, and then determine how to enhance 
learning and sharing in their organization.   
This chapter addresses the initial research questions, which were framed from the 
perspective that tacit knowledge can be shared through social learning, which requires 
trusted relationships. Figure 3: Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (p.59), 
a framework that I distilled from the literature, will be reviewed. Whilst this model was 
important at the beginning of the project, the facilitation of the collaborative process 
gained pre-eminence, and the discussion describes the efficacy of this emergent 
process. The appropriateness of the project design and data collection methods are 
reviewed, as well as development of the interventions, the types of knowledge flow 
involved, the required enabling conditions and the outcomes. Comments on how this 
project aligns with key knowledge management models described in the literature 
review are offered. This is followed by the insights I gained both as a consultant 
developing my practice in this area, and as an academic exploring this field, and a 
recommended process for organizations wishing to enhance knowledge flow is offered. 
Finally, suggestions for future research are provided.  
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7.1 Strengths and limitations of the study 
The following summary of the strengths and limitations of the study provides an 
overview of what was done well, and what could have been done differently to enable 
knowledge flow. These points are discussed in more detail in the next sections. 
The methodology I employed was that of facilitating an emergent, collaborative 
process, engaging with a small group of staff to design, implement and evaluate the 
project. The strengths of this approach were the high level of engagement of staff, 
particularly the co-researchers, who helped to create a tailored process to assess and 
describe knowledge flow, ensured that the survey analysis was rigorous and that the 
interventions were relevant and practical. The process drew on the insider perspective 
of practitioners, encouraged reflection, enquiry and dialogue, as an alternative to 
discussion. The survey response rate (76% and 77% of the staff participated), and 
lengthy and numerous survey comments indicated interest in the topic. Staff remained 
engaged with the project over the two years, with members of the two Design Groups 
maintaining their commitment over this period.   
The researcher was an experienced facilitator with a deep understanding of 
organizational learning, consulting skills and a background in human resource 
management. Such a process requires attention to multiple elements: project 
management, understanding of business drivers, ability to listen to and develop trusting 
relationships with individuals, the ability to transfer learning about knowledge 
management, and group-building skills, are some of those capabilities. I doubt that 
such a project could be successfully managed without this unique blend of capabilities, 
which are explored in more detail in this chapter.  
Some useful tools were created to guide the Design Group dialogue. These included 
ways to measure and describe knowledge flow (Appendix E: Table of potential sources 
of data to understand knowledge flow), evaluate the cost/benefit of potential 
interventions (Appendix G: Evaluation Matrix), and prioritize survey findings (Appendix 
J: Questions arising from survey analysis). In addition, the outputs have transferrable 
value to other organizations. Appendix M: Authorship Policy, Agreement and 
Responsibility and Appendix N: Ways to Facilitate Publication of Research are both 
useful documents for academic organizations. The Secondments Paper (Appendix R) 
and the Wiki Staff Profile Template (Appendix P) are useful guides for any organization 
wishing to improve learning and sharing. 
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The limitations of an emergent process were the need to re-apply for Ethics approval 
every time a new intervention was agreed by the Design Groups, which was on four 
occasions. This took time and meant the project nearly lost momentum. There is no 
overcoming this research requirement, but this does need to be taken into 
consideration when planning timeframes. Another potential limitation was the low 
involvement of the management team in the project. Dealing principally with the 
Division Manager, and largely at arm‘s length, meant that the political dynamics were 
not obvious to me. Regular touch points to engage them and address their concerns 
may have improved project outcomes. 
Clarity of roles was potentially another limitation. Discussing my role and that of the 
Design Groups in terms of their available time, responsibilities, and capacity to 
implement interventions may have set a clearer path for how we worked together. 
However, on the other hand, their prior experience of me was as a paid consultant, not 
a researcher, hence while this strengthened relationships it may have created role 
confusion. Recording agreed actions from meetings would have been useful to ensure 
all were clear on agreements, and to avoid confusion. The long time I took to analyse 
Survey Two was a problem (my mother was dying), as all but one of the Knowledge 
Group members had left by the time I had completed the analysis. Ideally they would 
have been engaged in the analysis as they were with the first survey, particularly so 
that the potential meaning of contradictory findings could be explored, drawing on their 
contextual knowledge. 
In the surveys relationships were measured and mapped by asking how well people 
knew each other and who they went to for advice. In hindsight, these questions gave 
some insight into the strength of relationships, and the connections within the network, 
but the literature suggests that knowledge flow can also be facilitated through weak ties 
(Levin & Cross 2004).Therefore arriving at a conclusion about improved knowledge 
flow solely on the basis of how well people knew each other is limiting. 
I asked staff to submit a drawing depicting their understanding of knowledge flow. 
Whilst the visual depictions were a useful adjunct to gain a deeper understanding of 
perceptions, it would have been useful to request contact details so I could explore the 
meaning of the drawings. The mass of data collected and breadth of the literature, in 
retrospect, was somewhat unwieldy, making it difficult to analyse and categorize the 
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information into themes. If one was to apply a similar process within an organization, it 
would probably be necessary to reduce the number of questions. 
Being more aware of the political context, and being clearer about the impact of the 
restraining forces and how to combat them at the outset may have improved the project 
outcomes. As a researcher I did not attempt to surface ‗undiscussables‘, rather 
followed my intuition and trusted that information I needed to know would be revealed. 
This was a judgement call. It is only with hindsight that the potential negative impact of 
not uncovering and addressing some of these barriers in an open way has been 
considered. However, this is always a balancing act, and my prime consideration was 
to engage staff and not jeopardize relationships. Lastly, having a greater understanding 
of the complexities of institutionalizing interventions at the outset may have helped to 
involve the decision-makers to bring about change. 
One of the conditions I set for enabling knowledge flow was having clear business 
goals. In this context, with a merger looming, the Division was not able or willing to 
commit to achieve certain goals. It could be argued that it was difficult to set broader 
business goals when the shape of the new organization was yet to be defined. 
Embarking on a knowledge flow project in an organization in the ―neutral zone‖, with 
staff uncertain about their future, and therefore experiencing a range of emotions 
associated with this stage of a change process (anxiety, defensiveness, inertia) 
possibly limited the ability to institute positive Division-wide change.  
7.2 What is knowledge flow and can it be enabled?  
One of the original questions I sought to answer is: What is knowledge flow? I 
described knowledge at the start of the thesis as ‗the ability to make sense of 
information that enables one to take effective action.‘  My contention is that knowledge 
is socially constructed, and therefore is based on having strong relationships, a climate 
of trust and a willingness to collaborate (Berger & Luckmann 1967; Ichijo, von Krogh & 
Nonaka 2000; Stacey 2003c; von Krogh, Roos & Kleine 2000). The concept of ‗flow‘ at 
work is when there is a confluence of conditions that apparently effortlessly heighten 
performance and provide enormous job satisfaction (Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi 2003). 
‗Knowledge Flow‘, therefore, is continuous, collaborative, learning and sharing, 
integrated with practice. The process is engaging, challenging, and enjoyable, and 
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enhances performance. The supportive conditions (Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi 2003) 
are creating an empowered workforce with clear goals and regular feedback that 
enables individuals to learn and share together to improve their practice. Barriers are 
eliminated, giving all the opportunity to contribute, with appropriate challenges that 
extend capabilities.  
Knowledge itself takes many forms, and these are often deeply connected. In this case 
the Intervention Group was trying to encourage a range of improvements in what was 
shared and learned. This included increasing individual, team and group capabilities 
and collaboration based on stronger relationships, through facilitating intentional and 
incidental encounters, creating fairer and more transparent policies and procedures, 
and providing opportunities to disseminate and share information. 
The question that follows the definition of knowledge flow is: Can one enable 
knowledge flow?  Organizations that allow for emergence can improve outcomes, 
provided they support self-organizing (Bennet & Bennet 2004; Pascale 1999; Wheatley 
1999). Similarly, although the state of ‗flow‘ is often seen as serendipitous, Hooker and 
Csikszentimihalyi (2003) propose that leaders can create  an enabling climate that 
promotes flow. The literature in organizational learning, knowledge management and 
the learning organization suggests that deliberately focussing on learning and sharing 
to enhance knowledge flow can produce better organizational outcomes (Davenport & 
Prusak 2000; Easterby-Smith & Lyles 2011b; Ichijo & Nonaka 2007).  
I designed Figure 3: Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (p. 59), to 
understand the characteristics of an organization that was likely to invest in improving 
knowledge flow. This model helped me to select this particular organization as the 
research setting, as it appeared to satisfy many of the conditions at the individual, 
group, organizational and sector level. I would recommend using a similar checklist of 
conditions before embarking on a project to improve knowledge flow, as it may be that 
the organization is not suited to facilitating a collaborative way of working. 
Organizations that promote competitive behaviours to improve individual performance 
and profitability are unlikely to recruit individuals who are willing to learn and share with 
others, and are unlikely to reward knowledge sharing. For organizations that value 
collaboration and want to improve knowledge flow, this model was useful to determine 
how to assess and describe ways of learning and sharing. 
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The research confirmed that knowledge flow can be enhanced when there is support 
from the leadership in terms of time, encouragement and resources, with ratings and 
comments from Survey Two attesting to incremental positive change.  The Division 
Manager‘s consent to embark on this knowledge flow project signalled to staff that this 
was a priority, and the activities that the management team institutionalized to support 
learning and sharing validated this. The role of this project was to provide a broad 
framework for Divisional staff to reflect on the value of knowledge flow, to describe how 
well learning and sharing was occurring, to understand their collective expectations and 
then try to address them. The Division Manager invested in the process by allowing the 
staff to form a knowledge network, agreeing to the engagement of all staff in data 
collection, permitting open feedback from the Survey One, and encouraging all to have 
their input to the interventions we developed.  
A third question was: If knowledge flow can be enabled, how? I worked 
collaboratively with the knowledge network (the Survey Design Group, which morphed 
into the Intervention Design Group) to develop a process to assess and describe 
knowledge flow, and then explore ways to enhance knowledge flow within their 
Division. At the same time the management team were actively instituting mechanisms 
to increase collaboration, learning and sharing within teams, the Division, with others in 
the organization and in the sector. So there were two parallel processes working in 
tandem. The difference with the process I facilitated is that it explicitly raised 
awareness amongst the staff of the importance of developing a culture where the 
practice of learning and sharing was valued.   A range of tools were developed as part 
of this process that could be applied in other settings. The next section describes the 
design of the project and methods employed, comments on how well they worked and 
suggests what could be done to improve the effectiveness of the process.  
7.3   Appropriateness of the project design and methods 
7.3.1 Emergence, collaboration and participation 
The project was designed to facilitate an emergent process of enabling knowledge 
flow, rather than following an established plan. A small group of self-selected staff 
acted as a catalyst to maximize collaborative learning and sharing within their Division. 
The design was influenced by complexity theory, where work groups function like 
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complex adaptive systems that become effective by evolving and adapting through 
self-organization (Gleick 1998; Waldrop 1992).  
The methodology was aligned to the state of the organization, in the transition of an 
impending amalgamation, which was potentially on the ―edge of chaos‖. The state of 
knowledge could be described as ―chaotic‖ in Snowden‘s Cynefin model (2002). That 
is, there was no precedence or direct experience, which potentially hampered setting 
goals because of the ―unknownness‖ of the future (Snowden 2002). This was 
compounded by the fiscal pressures and the power struggles within the management 
team. In this situation Snowden‘s advice is to experiment to see what works, revising 
one‘s plans according to the reaction that results.  
The absence of a fixed project design promoted flexibility, as was intended, and at the 
same time challenged me as a consultant, as I was accustomed to managing planned 
projects to achieve tangible outcomes. The self-selected Survey Design and 
Intervention Design Groups directly influenced the data collection methods, the 
analysis of the findings and decisions about interventions. In this way the design, 
analysis and decisions were able to be tailored to meet the Division‘s needs. Nonaka 
and Takeuchi (1995) note that one of the ingredients required to create organizational 
knowledge is providing an opportunity for staff to engage in dialogue and discussion 
Throughout the research process, I presented suggestions to these Groups and elicited 
their views on what would be appropriate. There was no prescription about how the 
Group would enable knowledge flow. This meant that the process was a journey of 
discovery for all – we shaped it and made decisions along the way about what would 
work.  
Block (2000, p. 45) notes that ‗commitment comes from having choice‘ and discusses 
the importance of sharing project responsibility by establishing a collaborative process. 
The process decision to partner with practitioners was initially influenced by the 
concept of ―communities of practice‖, which Wenger and Snyder (2000, p. 140) 
describe as ‗organic, spontaneous and informal‘. Although there are similarities, the 
Groups resembled knowledge networks rather than emergent communities of practices 
(Büchel & Raub 2002), as they had organizational support, and an explicit goal was to 
improve organizational practice. 
Whilst Group members‘ roles were broadly discussed early on, it was not until later in 
the process that the Intervention Design Group members examined our roles more 
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thoroughly. There were benefits and disadvantages in this emergent definition of roles. 
Wenger (1998, p. 80) talks about communities of practice as having a ‗communally 
negotiated joint enterprise‘.  This joint enterprise was the source of several discussions, 
as there was contention about the capacity of the Intervention Design Group to embed 
knowledge flow. Some Group members felt their role was to influence knowledge flow, 
and that only management could embed initiatives, whereas I had assumed that the 
Group would be more involved in implementation. It may have been useful to clarify the 
assumptions we each held earlier, however this was an emergent process. Vince 
(2001) suggests the need to manage anxiety in a learning process, and this may be a 
more reasonable expectation if one chooses not to be prescriptive at the outset. 
7.3.2 Facilitating the knowledge networks  
As the facilitator, I maintained a balance of formality and informality in managing 
meetings. In order to respect their commitment, I strove to maintain a high degree of 
professionalism in managing the process (Dick 1991), which is as important as the 
content. For example, I usually prepared a draft agenda and asked the Group for their 
approval, rather than assuming my agenda was appropriate. Knowing they had time 
constraints, I always kept to the allotted time, and was mindful that doing so was a sign 
of respect. It was important that we made progress at each meeting, so there was a 
sense of group efficacy. Usually a meeting would result in a particular output – the 
creation of a tool, paper or process to help us improve learning and sharing. 
Importantly, I engaged in active listening and enquiry, made efforts to enable all to 
contribute and validated others‘ ideas (Argyris & Schön 1996; Preskill & Torres 1999). 
The regular meetings of the Design Groups (from three to six weeks apart), maintained 
momentum in progressing the project and were a forum for feedback on views and 
needs of Divisional staff. Decisions were agreed democratically, by using tools I 
created (e.g. Appendix E: Table of potential sources of data to understand knowledge 
flow and Appendix G: Evaluation Matrix), so there were clear criteria listed to choose 
from in making decisions about methods and to judge the likely impact of interventions. 
Usually I would take some action as a result of the discussion at each meeting, such as 
write a template or document, or send an email summary, rather than minute every 
agreement.  
It would have been useful to document the actions agreed at each meeting, in the form 
of brief minutes, as attendance at meetings was not consistent. At one stage the lack of 
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minuted decisions created some tension within the Intervention Design Group. On that 
occasion, it was not clear who had been tasked with obtaining the agreement of the 
Division Manager regarding the placement of staff profiles on the Wiki platform. Whilst 
this issue was resolved, had decisions been recorded and circulated this problem may 
not have occurred. In looking back at the chain of events, the meeting in which the 
discussions occurred was soon after the decision to amalgamate with a much larger 
entity. No doubt there was some anxiety about creating changes to the IT platforms 
when it was apparent that the organization would be merging in the near future. 
At the same time as providing a level of professionalism, as these were volunteers, I 
aimed to create an environment that would attract and sustain interest in the topic of 
knowledge sharing and learning, and maximize enjoyment at meetings, so members 
would want to attend. Wenger et al. (2002) talk about the ‗aliveness‘ that comes from 
being in a community of practice where members are engaged. Bringing food to share 
for the mid-afternoon meeting, using appropriate humour to allay tensions, and 
encouraging all to have a say, created a relaxed and friendly, yet productive 
environment. Differences of opinion were encouraged and explored. 
An important aim was to create a space where the collaborators could be honest and 
open, and this appeared to be successful. Strong relationships contribute to knowledge 
transfer (Desouza & Awazu 2006; Lang 2004; Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995; von Krogh 
1998), yet they take time to develop. In order to build trust and credibility, I deliberately 
disclosed my strengths and weaknesses, rather than set myself up as the project 
―expert‖, making it clear what I had to offer and where I needed their help (Schein 
1999; Schön 1991). I modelled open communication, solicited feedback, and 
encouraged robust questioning and debate. This provided the opportunity for others to 
question and debate our process (Coghlan & Brannick 2005; Garvin 2000). 
Approaches suggested by Preskill and Torres (1999) were adopted to maximize 
participation in the project, encourage learning and achieve better outcomes. These 
included asking open-ended questions, engaging in reflective practice, ensuring there 
was dialogue and not just discussion, and collaboratively analysing and interpreting 
data, planning actions, and undertaking implementation. 
The approach and outcomes reflected our combined efforts. For example, I offered 
suggestions on ways forward, based on my experience and understanding of the 
literature, but always sought their input and approval before proceeding. My language 
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was deliberately tentative, and never threatening, creating an environment that 
encouraged contributions from others. At times I could have asserted my opinion and 
challenge the Groups, particularly to explore alternative interventions. There was overt 
affirmation of others‘ contributions, and further enquiry into comments made, so that all 
ideas were fully explored, to encourage genuine engagement (Block 2000; Senge 
1990).  
7.3.3 Value of insider/outsider enquiry 
Membership of the Survey and Intervention Design Groups included staff from three of 
the four research teams, including senior staff, who had strong relationships with 
others. The involvement of these collaborators contributed significantly to the selection 
and application of the chosen methods and helped to align the project to the 
organizational context. They influenced many aspects of the project, including; 
regularity of meetings; content, length and timing of the surveys; potential interventions; 
and ways to influence the management team to implement interventions. Argyris and 
Schön (1996) note that people are more likely to provide valid information if they are 
treated as co-researchers and involved in generating, interpreting, testing and using 
information, rather than being treated as subjects. A collaborative enquiry approach to 
facilitate organizational learning also increased trust and candour amongst the group.  
The project was overlaid on the normal workload of staff. This was challenging to 
manage, given I had a project timetable to meet, but the value of the insider 
involvement outweighed the tension of wondering when things would get done. Without 
the perspective of those in the Groups it would have been difficult (as mostly an 
outsider) to plan and implement interventions to effect change. Wenger, McDermott 
and Snyder (2002) note that having both an insider and an outsider perspective adds 
value to the group. The insider view provides insight into organizational challenges, 
issues and culture, whilst the outsider allows the insiders to understand the possibilities 
of how they might maximize their potential, by introducing ideas from outside the group.  
Maclure‘s discussion on the boundary role in action research made me reflect that 
there need not be a clear distinction between academic and practitioner; insider and 
outsider (1996). Seeing myself on both sides was equally possible, given my previous 
history and engagement with the organization. My prime focus was on understanding 
and trying to assist them to enable knowledge flow in their Division, offering consulting 
expertise and familiarity with the literature in knowledge management, organizational 
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learning and the learning organization. Whilst at times I wondered if I should know 
more about their context, given the project was about improving their practice it wasn‘t 
up to me to know everything – this would have been an unrealistic expectation (Bolton 
2005; Schein 1999; Schön 1991). My role was to facilitate a process for them to 
determine approaches to learning and sharing that might work in their Division. 
Only clients know what will ultimately work in their organizations. Consultants cannot, 
without exhaustive and time-consuming study or actual participation in the client 
organization, learn enough about the culture of an organization to suggest reliable new 
courses of action. Therefore, unless remedies are worked out jointly with members of the 
organization who do know what will and what will not work in their culture, such remedies 
are likely either to be wrong or to be resisted because they come from an outsider. 
(Schein 1999, p. 18) 
7.3.4 Understanding perceptions of knowledge flow 
The next question I sought to answer was: How can one describe and assess 
knowledge flow, including changes in knowledge flow over time? In devising data 
collection methods, I worked closely with the Survey Design Group to reconcile my 
understanding from the literature on how to enhance knowledge flow, with their 
experience in the Division and intuitive understanding of what would be a credible and 
efficient approach. This collaborative process involved in-depth discussions about the 
nature of knowledge and knowledge flow in the Division, ways that learning and 
sharing were being fostered, and practical methods of description and assessment. I 
felt that the data collection stage was critical, so that the information collected would 
reflect how well staff perceived they were supported to meet their organization‘s goals. 
The methods used to collect data were effective in describing and assessing 
knowledge flow. 
It was agreed that a tailored online survey would be an efficient way to develop an 
understanding of knowledge flow within the Research Division, and that re-surveying 
the staff would enable us to describe and assess changes over time. The survey was 
designed to enable staff members to rate and comment on their current activities, 
which processes were working and where there were barriers (Survey One, Appendix 
B). The responses provided insight into the perceived state of knowledge flow at that 
time and identified areas for improvement.  Fostering participation is a cornerstone to 
any knowledge sharing activity (Brown & Duguid 1991; Elkjaer 1999) and the 
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confidential surveys enabled every individual in the Division to have a say in offering 
suggestions on how to enhance learning and sharing. 
The ‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3, p. 59), initially 
developed from the literature, was used to structure the surveys around the 
organizational levels at which learning and sharing occurs – in this case the individual, 
the team, the Division, the organization and links with others outside the organization. 
This approach was intended to reveal specific areas where sharing and learning was 
working well in the organizational hierarchy, and where there were potential 
development needs. The 4I model of organizational learning developed by Crossan et 
al. (1999) emphasizes the importance of eliciting perceptions of knowledge flow at 
several levels. New ideas often occur at the individual level, which are then shared with 
others in groups before they are instituted within the organization (Crossan, Lane & 
White 1999).  
The survey asked participants to rate the usefulness of ways of learning and sharing, 
and their expectations, as well as provided qualitative responses, to gain a broad 
understanding of knowledge flow within the Division and beyond. This use of a 
pragmatic, mixed methods approach to both assess and describe changes in 
knowledge flow over time throughout the Division was effective (Creswell 2003). The 
ratings enabled us to assess perceived changes over time, whilst the comments 
provided a depth of information about what staff perceived was working well for them 
and what could be improved. Ratings alone would not have delivered the same depth 
of understanding of how staff members were feeling about learning and sharing. The 
level of emotional engagement with the topic that emerged in the comments appeared 
to validate the value they placed on improving knowledge flow. 
The collection of data about relationships enabled me to plot Social Network Analysis 
(SNA) diagrams that illustrated how well staff knew each other, and who were the main 
advice-givers (Borgatti & Cross 2003; Cross, Borgatti & Parker 2002; Cross et al. 
2001). Understanding the strength of relationships is critical when one recognizes 
knowledge to be a socially constructed process (Berger & Luckmann 1967).  In 
addition, Osterloh and Frey (2000) note how personal relationships increase the 
intrinsic motivation to cooperate. The SNA showed that relationships strengthened 
within the group, as ways of learning and sharing were broadened and embedded in 
organizational practice. In this case, the establishment of a regular Division staff 
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meeting and learning forum improved understanding of projects in progress, who knew 
what, and how to undertake research.  
Results demonstrated that there were bridge-builders who played a significant role in 
developing relationships within the group (Awazu 2004). Cross and Parker (2004) note 
that often managers are unaware of how overloaded mid-managers can be until they 
see the SNA. This was the case in this organization. On seeing the SNA of who staff 
members went to for advice (Figure 9), the Division Manager realized that a particular 
individual was overloaded, and took steps to address the situation.  
In hindsight, these questions were insufficient to reach a conclusion about enhanced 
knowledge flow over time. Levin and Cross (2004) describe the importance of trusting 
relationships in transferring knowledge, particularly tacit knowledge, characterized by 
benevolence, or willingness to be vulnerable in front of others and seek assistance, 
and competence, or perceived capability. They also note that weak ties can be more 
useful than strong ties in transferring knowledge, as there is more likely to be non-
redundant information shared between people who don‘t have as much interaction or 
know each other as well. Complex knowledge, however, requires stronger ties. 
Therefore, arriving at a conclusion about improved knowledge flow solely on the basis 
of how well people knew each other was limiting.  
In both surveys I invited participants to draw pictures of their perception of knowledge 
flow in the organization (Appendix H). I was interested to know if there was additional 
information that could be gleaned through an alternative means of expression. In 
retrospect, there were two difficulties with this method. First, because the drawings 
were confidential, I and the Survey Design Group had to interpret what they meant, and 
these interpretations could have been incorrect. Secondly, I had not fully considered 
how to analyse another person‘s drawings. There was a low uptake, with only six 
drawings submitted in Survey One and none in Survey Two.  Perhaps asking scientists 
to illustrate their thoughts and feelings is a challenging request. In future, I would ask 
those submitting drawings to provide contact details so I could discuss their 
interpretation of the drawings. In addition, I would review the literature on how to 
administer and interpret similar visual information. 
The mixed methods approach contributed to a depth of understanding about 
knowledge flow, and the two stage administration of the survey at the beginning and 
 210 
end of the project proved to be a useful method for assessing changes in knowledge 
flow over time.  
7.3.5 Survey findings 
The survey findings disclosed aspects of learning and sharing that were important to 
this group of staff, their expectations of work, and how well they were being met, and 
information about the conditions that were supporting or hindering knowledge flow. I 
presented the preliminary analysis of the findings from Survey One to the Survey 
Design Group for their comment. Their involvement in interpreting the data was critical. 
They raised useful questions and suggested I analyse responses of ―developing‖, 
compared to ―senior‖ researchers, to see if there were differences, based on their 
experience the Division. The results did show important differences in how staff learn 
and share, based on their experience, which otherwise may have been missed. The 
practitioners‘ close connection to the work enabled them to see patterns and nuances 
that I was unaware of (Wenger, McDermott & Snyder 2002). 
A limitation of the project was the time it took me to analyse the data from Survey Two, 
and compare this to Survey One. By this time, three out of four members of the 
Intervention Design Group had either left the organization, were on extended leave, or 
had moved to another role, as had the Division Manager. The delay was due to my 
being distracted by my mother‘s cancer diagnosis, and the period of leave I took to 
spend time with her before she died. This meant that I largely undertook the Survey 
Two analysis and interpreted the findings compared to Survey One on my own, rather 
than continuing with the collaborative process. Informal discussions were held with the 
remaining member of the Intervention Design Group and the Division Manager, and a 
subsequent discussion was held with two members of the Group (one of whom had 
returned from leave by this time), which led to some additional insights. Ideally a 
continuation of the collaborative process would have been preferred.  
The analysis of the findings focused on whether perceptions of knowledge flow had 
improved from Survey One to Survey Two. Whilst there was a general trend of 
improvement in learning and sharing, there were some outliers, which may be 
explained by the diversity of participants and their expectations of work or by the 
general state of flux and uncertainty in the organization and instability at the leadership 
level. For example, even though there were more intentional encounters to promote 
sharing and learning (meetings, workshops, learning fora), and stronger relationships 
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as a result, the value of Observing team members as a way of learning and sharing 
decreased over time as did Meeting with the Division Manager. Lack of collaboration 
within the Division was also cited as a barrier to knowledge sharing, even though 
evidence of collaborative activity increased.  
As new senior staff replaced the previous vacancies, there appeared to be an 
increased reliance on this group for advice. For example, Observing team manager 
increased as a learning strategy in Survey Two, and participants turned to senior staff 
within the Division, rather than outsiders, for advice. However, at the same time, 
without the unifying role of Divisional goals, with the absence of the Division Manager 
who was occupied with merger talks, and with competition for funding resources 
growing, silos were being developed at the team level. This could also relate to 
increasing levels of anxiety and turning inward during this time of transition, which is 
one of the features of being in a neutral zone (Bridges 1991). Coopey (1995) suggests 
that the kind of distributed power necessary in a learning organization is unlikely in 
practice in times of turbulence and change.  
7.3.6 Reflective practice and reflexivity 
As I was facilitating the Design Groups, I kept a learning journal. The transcripts of our 
meetings helped me to continually reflect on how I was working and how well we were 
working together.  Schön (1991) describes reflection-in-action as thinking about what 
we‘re doing while we are doing it. Keeping a journal has been a part of my practice for 
many years, and was particularly valuable when trialling a different way of working. I 
became aware of the personal internal tensions I was experiencing in leading an 
unfamiliar process. Writing down my thoughts and feelings helped clarify what action I 
needed to take to remain optimistic, keep focussed and progress the project.   
During the meetings I reflected back to the Group my thoughts on how we were 
working and opened up a discussion on our roles. This provided the opportunity for 
others to honestly share their thoughts and feelings about the emergent process and 
take stock (Addleson, Brumburgh & Chawla 2005, p. 36). This involved asking 
questions such as: ‗What are we actually supposed to be doing?‘ and ‗Who is going to 
be responsible ... and what does that responsibility entail?, Wheatley suggests that 
knowledge creation requires time for reflection and relationship development, and may 
require tangential conversations (Wheatley 2004b). 
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My experience concurs with others that a knowledge flow project takes time to develop 
new practices, embed these in organizational routines, and have an impact (Zietsma et 
al. 2002). In this project there was a two and a half-year period between introducing the 
project and administering Survey Two, and further time in the data analysis. The 
Design Groups met a total of 12 times over this period, and there were three meetings 
with the whole Division. The process of rethinking how a group can improve the way 
they learn and share together can be a complex, long-term quest (Easterby-Smith, 
Snell & Gherardi 1998; Wenger & Snyder 2000; Zuber-Skerritt 2002). 
The truly reflexive process, of deep questioning about my practice, began while writing 
the thesis, after re-reading the journal, the transcripts and the findings. Bolton 
discusses this reflexive process as:  
...focusing close attention upon one’s own actions, thoughts, feelings, values, identity, 
and their effect upon others, situations, and professional and social structures. The 
reflexive thinker has to stand back from belief and value systems, habitual ways of 
thinking and relating to others, structure of understanding themselves and their 
relationship to the world, and their assumptions about the way that the world impinges 
upon them. This can only be done by somehow becoming separate in order to look at it 
as if from the outside: not part of habitual experience processing, and not easy (Bolton 
2005, p. 10) 
This was an enormously valuable part of the learning process, because without such a 
critical review I may not have understood how fundamentally different an approach one 
needs to take to effectively manage an emergent, collaborative, learning process.  This 
involved reflecting on how well my expectations at the outset of this project were met. I 
expected to create transformative positive change, and in hindsight this was unrealistic, 
given the timeframe and the organizational flux. I also gained a new perspective on my 
emotional investment in the project, which was fuelled by an underlying premise that I 
had to effect change. Feelings of frustration, and at times lack of confidence and 
competence, were prevalent. Letting go, or as Senge et al. (2005, p. 93) suggest, 
‗letting come‘, and embracing the collaborative paradigm would have alleviated  this 
tension. I came to this deeper understanding of my practice once outside the process. I 
would advocate developing a high level of self-awareness to focus on what is 
happening internally and externally during the facilitation process; a refined skill that 
takes courage and wisdom to hone. 
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7.4 Barriers and enablers to knowledge flow 
Key questions from the survey results, and the collaborative process were: What 
encourages knowledge flow in an organization? and What are the barriers to 
knowledge flow? The ‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (Figure 3, p. 
59) provided the basis for understanding prerequisites to knowledge flow, and these 
conditions were validated as important enablers. Collectively, these attributes 
contribute to a supportive climate that maximizes the occurrence of learning and 
sharing. At the start of the project, based on the literature review, I described these 
conditions as:  
 a sector that fosters collaboration, rather than competition 
 an organizational imperative to achieve a common goal  
 explicit encouragement from managers to assist others and learn from others  
 time and space to learn and share 
 an environment of trust and openness, based on strong relationships and an 
understanding of who knows what; and  
 individuals with diverse capabilities who want to learn from, and share with, each 
other 
Thinking about the findings, however, there are both drivers that can facilitate 
knowledge flow and restraining forces that work against it, as shown in Error! 
Reference source not found.. As Patriotta states understanding the workplace 
context is critical in managing knowledge flow (2003). This was an environment 
characterized by uncertainty about the future, fragmented leadership and a lack of 
clear Divisional goals. The areas that emerged as critical were supportive leadership, 
attention to developing trusting relationships, multiple and regular face-to-face forums 
and mechanisms that explicitly promote learning and sharing and address different 
learning needs, and working conditions that satisfy individual expectations.  
In terms of effecting change, however, restraining forces can have a significant 
negative effect, overriding enablers to change. Therefore it is important to understand 
the barriers as well as the driving forces (Pardo del Val & Martinez Fuentes 2003). 
Some of these factors were ‗undiscussables‘ (Agyris and Schon 1996). For example, 
the conflict between managers was not made known to me until I talked to a member of 
the Knowledge Group and the Division Manager after the study was completed.
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No unified goals that 
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Leaders inconsistent in 
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to mentor others 
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Don‘t know 
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dialogue, peer learning 
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Meetings poorly 
structured - don‘t 
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communication and 
learning 
Lack of access to 
staff beyond team 
Individual expectations 
largely met  
High job satisfaction 
Clear roles and goals 
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from/share with 
Too busy on tasks 
Physical space a 
barrier 
Manager does not 
encourage 
learning/sharing 
Feel under-valued 
Compete for 
resources 
 
Figure 22: Force-field analysis of knowledge flow 
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Vince (2002) discusses the importance of understanding the organizational politics and 
power relations and unsurfacing these tensions as part of the reflective process of 
improving organizational learning. The level of anxiety of staff working in an 
organization without a clear future also probably impacted on their ability to fully 
engage in this knowledge flow process. 
7.4.1 Collaborative, rather than competitive sector  
In the Model, knowledge flow was considered achievable in an industry sector that 
requires systemic and continuing changes in professional practice to meet dynamically 
changing community service needs. Such an environment is likely to encourage 
collaboration with other agencies, rather than competition between organizational 
members, because of the breadth of change required to meet societal needs. A state 
government health body at the time, VicHealth, was actively promoting collaboration 
through mechanisms such as the ‗Partnerships Analysis Tool‘ that was used to define 
and describe collaboration (Appendix D). This organization was in a dynamic sector, 
with diverse views of how to enhance the health and wellbeing of people in the 
community in clinical practice.  Changing norms about what is acceptable and 
appropriate in treatment influenced research and priorities on how to educate 
practitioners. 
This Division increased their leadership focus in the sector over the period of this 
research project. As well as individual collaborative research projects, there was an 
annual symposium to showcase ongoing projects to others in the sector, workshops 
with practitioners, regular specialist seminars and a quarterly external newsletter, 
describing research activity. In addition, the number of papers given at the major sector 
conference increased dramatically, showing a marked increase in knowledge 
dissemination. 
 The not-for-profit health sector in which they worked was largely funded by 
government grants. Some of these grants encouraged collaboration, and the number of 
joint projects reflected a high degree of collaboration with others throughout the sector. 
Many of the collaborators were former staff members of the organization who were now 
employed by rival organizations that competed for the same research grants. Initially, 
many individuals within the Division sought advice from external colleagues, however 
this changed over time as the internal knowledge pool grew.  Limited government 
funding created intra-sector competition as well as competition between the teams. 
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There was therefore tension between the desire to collaborate, and the reality of 
working in an environment characterized by short-term funding that promoted 
competition. 
7.4.2 Clear organizational and business goals 
The perceived absence by staff of a shared vision, goal clarity and strategy at the 
organizational and divisional level appeared to be a barrier to knowledge flow. The 
literature on flow, organizational learning, and effective knowledge-management 
practices suggests that clear, shared goals are important (Davenport & Prusak 2000; 
Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi 2003; Senge 1990; Vera & Crossan 2003). Vera and 
Crossan (2003) describe the importance of a strategy by which to frame the need for 
improved learning and sharing: 
‗…learning and the accumulation of knowledge can only lead to better performance when 
they support and are aligned with the firm‘s strategy...researchers interested in the impact 
of OL and OK on performance need to be more specific about the characteristics of the 
knowledge that enhances performance and the conditions under which learning leads to 
competitive advantage‘ (Vera & Crossan 2003, p. 137). 
 
Despite the work done to improve communication throughout the Division, for example 
the establishment of regular meetings and a learning forum, a greater focus on 
knowledge dissemination, changes in seating arrangements and collaborative 
ventures, the fundamental goals of the Division had not been addressed, due in part to 
the lack of a cohesive management team. Whilst there were considerable positive 
changes in staff ratings of learning and sharing at the Divisional level in Survey Two, 
participants‘ ratings of expectations about the clarity of the Division‘s goals diminished 
over the eighteen month period between surveys. 
This was understandable, given that the organization was in a transition stage, with the 
amalgamation just announced.  Research reinforces that people in organizations that 
are experiencing change can became anxious, act defensively in their desire for control 
and stability and reduce productivity, all responses which work against instituting 
positive change (Bridges 1991; Houchin & MacLean 2005). The fact that there was so 
much uncertainty may have impeded engagement in the project.  
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In the absence of a shared vision, goals and priorities were open to interpretation. This 
made it difficult for the Intervention Design Group to choose activities that would help to 
achieve organizational objectives. The feedback from Survey One was used to suggest 
a list of optional actions, and the prioritization of interventions was left to individuals 
within the Division. The implicit goal of increasing publication output appeared to be 
shared by many and formed a focus of activity.  It could be that because the 
interventions weren‘t connected to shared Divisional goals, this decreased their chance 
of being implemented. 
7.4.3 Managers that encourage learning and sharing 
In their work on successful knowledge management projects, Davenport and Prusak 
(2000) cite senior management support as one of the key success factors, including 
communicating the importance of knowledge management and organizational learning, 
providing infrastructure and support, and clarifying the type of knowledge that is most 
important to the company.  Leistner agrees that: 
One of the strongest barriers for being involved in knowledge-sharing activities is not lack 
of funding but lack of time. So any manager who allows or maybe even encourages team 
members to get involved in knowledge-sharing activities is a major sponsor (Leistner 
2010, p. 39). 
 
Clarification of roles, expectations and the extent of decision-making power upfront 
would have been helpful. The project was undertaken during a time of constrained 
resources, and priority sanctioning by the management team at the outset may have 
increased the likelihood of interventions being adopted.  
The Division Manager supported the project, although she also reinforced not 
distracting individuals from delivering their core projects. She allowed the Design 
Groups to form, approved the survey, and encouraged sharing findings and discussing 
interventions with the whole Division. A knowledge network, like the Intervention 
Design Group, benefits from the sponsorship of senior staff to maximize team 
effectiveness (Büchel & Raub 2002; Wenger & Snyder 2000). The initiatives that were 
instigated by the Division Manager to improve sharing and learning validated that this 
was an important activity, for example, creating the position of Research Development 
Manager, whose role included coordinating collaborative activity. The findings of 
Survey Two showed that these initiatives were having a positive effect.  
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In terms of ways of learning and sharing, the establishment of formal learning forums 
and Divisional meetings improved communication. A restraining force was the structure 
of those meetings and the lack of visible engagement of senior managers in those 
meetings. As enablers of knowledge flow those mechanisms were valuable to a certain 
extent, but honest, open conversations that promote learning are based on dialogue 
and not just talking heads. The active engagement of managers in reinforcing such 
forums is critical – that is, ―walking the talk‖. Members of the Knowledge Group noted 
that one of the most powerful moments was in a Learning Forum where two senior 
managers were not only present, but also admitted not knowing about the research 
methodology being discussed, thus showing they were vulnerable and open to learning 
from their colleagues (Levin and Cross 2004). 
The lack of formal engagement of all members of the management team in 
championing the project and supporting the specific interventions, however, was an 
issue. Whilst I engaged the CEO, the Human Resources Manager, and the Division 
Manager at the beginning of the project, it was not clear whether the management 
team (which at that stage included a full-time Team Manager and a part-time Team 
Manager), were committed to the project. These two Team Managers did not 
undertake Survey One, although one did participate in Survey Two. One reminded her 
team in an email that it was optional to participate in the survey, and did not indicate 
any support for the project. She did initiate a process to involve her team in writing 
papers to enhance their publication record, so showed some interest in improving 
collaboration at the team level.  
As Leistner (2010) states, ―walking the talk‖ and strong management support is critical 
to sustain a knowledge management initiative. Members of the Intervention Design 
Group also expressed concern about the lack of involvement of managers in other 
knowledge sharing forums, such as attendance at staff meetings and the regular 
Learning Forum. To them, this sent a message to staff that learning and sharing were 
not valued. The primary focus of the team managers during this time of transition may 
have been on survival of their research teams. 
This seeming indifference on the part of the managers should have stimulated me to 
enquire how this project fit with their team goals, however, I did not pursue this avenue. 
Rather, I justified my primary engagement with the self-selected staff, as true to the 
―ground up‖ methodology, and hoped that the members of the Design Groups would 
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champion the project. The communication to the managers about our activity was left 
largely to ―Thomas‖, the Development Manager, who met regularly with them. Given 
the myriad of issues that were being addressed in this stressful period of amalgamation 
discussions, it is possible that that they did not see it as a priority or he did not promote 
the benefits of the project.  Argyris and Schön (1996) note that in organizations with 
high levels of uncertainty and ambiguity, productive organizational learning can be 
hampered by defensive routines, competing interests, and the lack of time and 
capability to engage in organizational enquiry.  
This suggests an interesting dilemma: can a change project be both self-organizing 
and yet also be sponsored by management? Block (2000) suggests that it is a myth 
that senior management support is critical to bring about change, and argues that if 
enough individuals are deeply committed to making a change work, and engaged in the 
process, it will happen. In this case, however, many of the interventions required 
management approval to be institutionalized. On the other hand, published case 
studies have demonstrated the problem of managers directing staff to self-organize, 
leading to minimal change or negative repercussions (Houchin & MacLean 2005; 
McElroy 2002; Ortegón-Monroy 2003; Vince 2002).  
If the management team had been too closely involved in the project, it is possible that 
they may have wanted to dictate the nature of the process and the result may have 
been quite different. There is a paradox in managers requiring staff to self-organize. 
For staff members to self-organize, they need to have a high degree of trust in their 
managers that they will be empowered to make decisions. For individuals to invest in 
participating in a knowledge network, autonomy to trial different ways of learning and 
sharing within the organization is required (McCann III & Buckner 2004).  
According to Coghlan and Brannick (2005), driving change through action research 
also requires ‗assessing the power and interests of relevant stakeholders in relation to 
aspects of the project.‘ (p.71), of which there are ten potential relationships. The most 
important relationship is that of the researcher to their sponsor, who in this case was 
the Division Manager. Two other relevant relationships, however, received little 
attention. These were the sponsor‘s relationship to the other executives, and the 
relationships between the executives.  
In retrospect, I did not seek to understand the political frame or actively build broad 
support at the senior level (Bolman and Deal 2008). Mine was a largely a boundary 
 220 
role. The organization was not paying me as a consultant – it was my choice to 
become involved, and this was endorsed by the CEO and the Division Manager. Only 
after the project was completed did I become aware that there had been conflicts within 
the management team that may have limited their support for the project. In addition, 
sometimes those in positions of power perceive the researcher as also possessing 
knowledge, power and influence (Coghlan & Brannick 2005). Without holding a 
discussion to explore managers‘ perceptions of me and the project, and gaining their 
involvement, it is not surprising that this weak dynamic compounded their lack of 
engagement. 
The implementation of an emergent, self-managing process requires recognition that 
an organizational hierarchy exists. In this case, the Intervention Design Group was 
given license by the Division Manager to develop interventions that might enhance 
knowledge flow, but without the explicit approval of the management team who 
determine the use of staff time and resources. Whilst I would suggest that the concept 
of self-managing teams is still a valid way to develop ideas, there needs to be a 
process to institutionalize ideas, as argued by Patriotta: 
…a precondition for effective organizational performance is the ability of a firm to 
incorporate knowledge into stable organizational mechanisms such as structures, 
routines, procedures, artefacts, technological implements, and cognitive maps. (Patriotta 
2003, p. 10) 
Rather than thinking about an emergent process as either management-sanctioned 
and governed, with staff following, or led by staff to the exclusion of management, an 
alternative would have been to have a continuing dialogue with the management group 
about the emergent process, and their role in helping to promote the project‘s success. 
For example, it might have been useful for myself and a member of the Design Group 
to meet quarterly with the management team to let them know how the Group was 
progressing, and to seek their support and input. This form of ongoing collaboration 
may have helped them to feel involved in the process and may have helped us to 
embed the knowledge flow initiatives.  
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Plaskoff describes this dynamic:  
In this new community model, management must remove the control hat and put on a hat 
of facilitator and environment creator. The accountability for the deliverables associated 
with the department lies in the hands of the management, but the responsibility for the 
practice that determines how those projects are delivered lies in the hands of the 
practitioners. Management must trust the wisdom of practitioners and ‗work for those 
practitioners‘ in creating a knowledge-enabling environment that nurtures communities, 
encourages and legitimizes, but does not require, participation, and values direction 
setting at all levels (Plaskoff 2011, p. 219). 
 
7.4.4 Time and space for incidental and intentional sharing and 
learning 
Conditions of work can impede knowledge flow. Lack of recognition for expertise, 
managers not promoting development opportunities, the physical office space creating 
barriers and managers crowding one‘s task list so that there is no room in the work day 
for learning and sharing all mitigate against learning and sharing. Reflecting on these 
driving and restraining forces has been helpful in understanding that the formula for 
successful knowledge flow is not a simple one, but needs to address underlying 
complexities of politics, dissonance and incongruities. The process of engaging in open 
dialogue about how people learn and share in the organization and what works against 
learning and sharing is critical to surfacing these often powerful barriers. Even though I 
thought that the Design Groups had open conversations, there was much more we 
could have discussed to uncover and potentially address these restraining forces. 
The study supported the literature that stressed the importance of time and space for 
face-to-face learning and sharing (Büchel & Raub 2002; Cross et al. 2001; Effron 
2004). Lack of time was perceived by participants as a barrier to knowledge sharing in 
Survey One, and was still considered a barrier in Survey Two, even though explicit 
mechanisms had been instituted to encourage learning and sharing. The recruitment of 
new senior staff eased the load on others, but the ongoing pressure to deliver projects 
meant there was little discretionary time available to explore, share and learn. The 
focus was on doing: project completions, getting grant applications in, preparing 
manuscripts, not on how to improve what we do.  
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Argyris and Schön (1996, pp. 46-7) note that in collaborative action research one of the 
threats to the development of useful knowledge can be the ‗busyness‘ of practitioners 
that ‗may deter them from engaging in inquiry that would otherwise be useful to them; 
they are often constrained by the need to leave off thinking and begin to ―get things 
done‖‘. Senge concurs: 
Every successful learning initiative requires key people to allocate hours to new types of 
activities: reflection, planning, collaborative work, and training… Without enough time to 
spend on regular practice of conversational or systems-thinking skills, profound change 
cannot occur, even if there is strong interest. (Senge et al. 1999, p. 67)  
 
Management need to actively create an environment that allows for informal and formal 
times and spaces to learn and share, recognizing that these face-to-face opportunities 
are integral to improving practice (Leistner 2010; Wenger, McDermott & Snyder 2002). 
Regular forums for staff to learn and share were put in place by the Division Manager. 
These included monthly Divisional staff meetings, which provided the opportunity to 
discuss upcoming projects and receive input from others, give project updates, and 
report learning from completed projects. The monthly learning forums were specifically 
planned for staff to share their expertise, and also were used to rehearse for 
conference presentations. The development of small writing groups was another 
knowledge flow initiative.  
Even though only 56% of participants in Survey Two rated Meeting with staff in the 
Division as ―always‖ or ―mostly‖ useful, a 12% increase on the previous survey, their 
comments suggested that they valued the chance to hear what others were doing, 
review lessons learnt from projects and attend training sessions led by other staff on 
topics of interest. However, the forums weren‘t always engaging. ―Mark‖ said that the 
Divisional staff meetings were ‗like watching paint dry‘. The format of the staff meetings 
did not appear to maximize the opportunity to enquire into others views, listen, discuss 
and challenge ideas. Rather, this assembly of staff was mainly a reporting-back 
mechanism, with the same people tending to contribute at each monthly meeting.  
These ratings and comments suggested that the structure and/or content of the 
meetings could be improved. Ways of learning and sharing generally rated highly, but 
expectations were not met in terms of the quality of enquiry, listening and sharing at the 
Divisional level. Gathering a diverse group of people together on a regular basis needs 
to be engaging to maintain interest and motivation, by hearing different views, varying 
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the agenda, and encouraging discussion and dialogue to expand ideas (Brandi & 
Elkjaer 2011; Easterby-Smith, Crossan & Nicolini 2000).  
The regular learning forum appeared to be more engaging. It had a flexible format, and 
consisted of different staff members leading discussions on topic areas of mutual 
interest. The Intervention Design Group described one learning forum facilitated by two 
staff who talked about a particular research methodology. ―Thomas‖ noticed that 
participants in the meeting became highly engaged when the concepts were translated 
into stories about the participants‘ own experiences. He said, ‗...it was my perception 
that people were having a conversation, rather than just, you know, this is what we 
have got to do...‘  
Incidental ways of learning and sharing were also very important to staff, as evidenced 
by the high ratings given to various forms of informal learning, such as talking with 
peers and/or their manager. Such casual conversations need to be promoted and 
nurtured to encourage learning (Cohen 2004; Conner 2004; Marsick & Watkins 1990). 
On the other hand, the regular formal learning forums often gave staff the knowledge 
and confidence to have informal conversations with colleagues outside their team, after 
they learned who they were and what they did. A number of staff commented in Survey 
Two that they felt more comfortable approaching others for support.  
Davenport & Prusak (2000) describe the cultural factors that inhibit knowledge transfer 
and agree that lack of time is one, and meeting places another. A suggestion in Survey 
One was to rearrange seating to facilitate sharing. Immediately after Survey One was 
conducted, partitions were removed and a more open plan space was created.  In 
Survey One, half of the participants said most or all expectations were met in relation to 
contribution of physical space to learning and sharing. This increased to three-quarters 
of participants in Survey Two. These results support the notion that proximity to others 
or the existence of shared spaces for people to mingle increases sharing and learning.  
7.4.5 Trusting, caring, collaborative and diverse colleagues 
It is clear that knowledge is more likely to be shared when people know and care about 
each other. Trusting relationships at work need to be actively encouraged, partly by 
creating the opportunities for people to work together (Drummond-Hay & Saidel 2004; 
Herschel & Jones 2005; Leistner 2010). The project provided staff with the opportunity 
to explicitly discuss knowledge sharing and why it was useful, and explore ways to 
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enhance knowledge integration. From the responses to the surveys, and engagement 
in the Survey Design and Intervention Design Groups, it appears that there was a 
strong recognition of the value of knowledge sharing among the staff.  Willingness to 
learn and share, based on knowing and caring about colleagues, was also critical to 
knowledge flow (Herschel & Jones 2005; Wheatley 2004b). Of the five factors that 
Ichijo, von Krogh and Nonaka (2000) see as enablers to knowledge flow, two come 
under this umbrella; that individuals value knowledge as essential to the organization, 
and they are keen to share, based on a relationship of mutual trust and respect. 
 A key question, then, is how to generate trusting relationships. In this project, distrust 
in senior staff undermined participation in collaborative publications. The publication 
policy and procedures was intended to create a fairer and more transparent way of 
working and making decisions, which Cross and Parker (2004) note is one way to build 
trust. Consistency in actions and words, frequent communication, and establishing a 
shared vision and language were other strategies they offered. This is reflected in the 
enablers for knowledge flow: managers that ―walk the talk‖, frequent mechanisms for 
sharing information, a shared goal and good working conditions. 
In terms of knowledge management, developing trust also requires believing in the 
competence of the source (Levin & Cross 2004), and building a relationship of 
reciprocal sharing (Edmondson & Moingeon 1999). Members of the Intervention 
Design Group commented in a meeting on the uninspiring format of the Divisional 
meetings, yet did not have the courage to openly criticize the format and take 
responsibility for improving their own forum. This could suggest low trust in the 
management, the existence of unhelpful defensive routines, or perhaps inertia. 
The Knowledge Network, the Wiki Staff Profiles, the Learning Forum and the Strategy 
Planning session were all ways to establish personal connections, share information, 
past experience, capabilities, contacts and resources, and encourage enquiry into 
others‘ ideas, further ideas promoted by Cross and Parker (2004). I also modelled 
building trust in the facilitation of the knowledge flow process, by allowing myself to be 
vulnerable and define the limits of my own expertise. This promotes a culture of 
allowing others to openly share what they do and don‘t know. A powerful example was 
provided when two senior managers attending a learning forum admitted that they were 
not skilled in a particular research methodology.  
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A team that is genuinely interested in the welfare of others is likely to be open to 
sharing, put effort into building relationships and resolving conflicts, and is likely to want 
to work together (von Krogh 1998; Wheatley 2004b).There was evidence of caring for 
others in a personal and practical way in this workgroup. One member of the 
Intervention Design Group noted how important the social network was to her, 
commenting that when things were tough for individuals, others provided invaluable 
support. When her partner was ill, a food bank was arranged for a month so she didn‘t 
need to cook. In fact, she noted that the only thing stopping her from leaving the 
organization was that people cared about each other. When another person had 
cancer, others rallied to provide support. Whilst personal support may differ from 
professional support, I perceived from the interactions between the members of the 
Design Groups that these close relationships translated to supportive behaviour at 
work.  
In addition, the strong social network increased the sense of identity with the group, 
that can make it easier for people to want to stay (Alvesson 2000). The initial identity of 
participants appears to have been linked closely to their team. Over time, as enhancing 
communication improved at the Divisional level, the identity of being a member of the 
Research Division appears to have strengthened (Argote & Ingram 2000). 
The personal characteristics of individuals within the Division were not reviewed, apart 
from gender, length of service, team affiliation, and level of appointment. In any group, 
there needs to be a certain level of commonality to communicate effectively (i.e. use 
similar language, technical terms) and understand enough of what each other does to 
extend the thinking of others, develop new ideas and engage in collaboration (Ichijo, 
von Krogh & Nonaka 2000; Zárraga & Garcia-Falcón 2003). According to complexity 
theory, having a degree of diversity is also important (Andriani 2001; McElroy 2002). 
The differences between members of the Survey Design and Intervention Design 
Groups added to the richness of the discussion. These members held diverse views, 
came from different teams, and possessed different technical expertise. This diversity 
of perspectives enhanced the kind of information available and promoted novel ideas 
(Andriani 2001; Schönström 2005). For example, the idea of creating staff profiles on 
the Wiki platform would not have been pursued had there not been a person with IT 
expertise in the Group. They also knew each other reasonably well, so this facilitated 
open discussion.  
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Staff perceptions of the level of relevant knowledge in the Division increased from 
Survey One to Survey Two, which appears to have been linked to the recruitment of 
additional senior staff with specialist expertise. Capability gaps in the Division had been 
problematic, and the absence of senior staff in the network had a negative impact on 
morale, as noted by Cross et al. (2008). In particular, participants in Survey Two 
commented on the benefits of acquiring a new person with a unique skill-set who was 
also open to sharing knowledge. As the ‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge 
flow‘ (Figure 3, p. 59) suggests, expertise is only one factor in enhancing knowledge 
flow. The willingness to share and teach others is also critical (Ichijo, von Krogh & 
Nonaka 2000). The effort undertaken by Human Resources to secure talented 
researchers positively influenced knowledge flow.  
There were distinct differences between the developing and senior researchers in their 
perceptions of learning and sharing, and their expectations at work. Developing 
researchers rated meeting with their team, Division and organization peers more highly 
than the senior researchers, who tended to value learning and sharing with those 
beyond their team and Division. Diversity in ways of knowledge sharing was both a 
strength and a challenge in terms of targeting appropriate activities that would meet 
different learning needs. Senior researchers, who had established areas of expertise, 
looked to those above them, such as their manager, for advice. This suggests the 
importance of reviewing inter-group differences and tailoring learning and sharing 
activities accordingly, rather than assuming that a group or team is homogenous. It was 
as important to reduce ―leakiness‖ of knowledge, by retaining senior staff (through 
recognition, development, utilization of expertise), as it was providing newer 
researchers with a variety of ways to learn and share, thereby promoting ―stickiness‖ of 
knowledge (Brown & Duguid 2001; Szulanski 1996).  
7.4.6 Attention to organizational politics and power 
It was only toward the end of project that the stories behind the power plays, politics 
and perceptions of favouritism within the Division were shared during informal 
discussions with ―Chris‖ from the Intervention Design Group. The literature attests to 
the inevitability of politics as a factor that needs to be understood when promoting 
knowledge flow or change of any kind (Bolman & Deal 2008; Patriotta 2003). Vince 
(2002) suggests that communities of practice can provide a forum to actively reflect on 
organizational power and politics. We did not delve into power relations when 
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considering how to get our interventions implemented, and this may have been a 
conversation worth initiating. At the same time, Vince  (2002) recognizes the difficulty in 
engaging in critical reflective practice of this kind when under pressure to deliver. I did 
not actively enquire about potential competing interests.  
Vince  (2001, p. 1344) notes that ‗Politics, emotion and the ways in which politics and 
emotion interact, are an integral aspect of understanding organizational learning‘. 
―Chris‖ thought that the initiatives of the Group may have been blocked by a member of 
the management group, which may have been the result of power relations. Comments 
made in Intervention Design Group meetings and appearing in the survey responses 
hinted at an undercurrent of power play, such as ‗We never get told that‘, perceived 
favouritism of the Division Manager‘s Team, and comments about managers‘ egos. My 
limited understanding of the local politics, and the fact that I did not probe to 
understand the political situation, was potentially a limiting factor. On the other hand, 
turning a ―blind eye‖ to potential political machinations may have been appropriate, 
when my principle objective was to develop trusting relationships. I have learnt to be 
alert to the political environment, to judge the likely impacts on a project and therefore 
understand the usefulness of exploring this subtext. 
In the informal discussion with ―Chris‖, and a separate meeting with the Division 
Manager, who had since left the organization, it was revealed that the research teams 
were competing against each other for grant funding, blocking knowledge sharing. I 
had assumed that there were no impediments to the teams working collaboratively. In 
addition, one of the performance indicators for the team managers was their ability to 
attract income. Whoever found out first about a grant would apply for it, rather than 
collaboratively working as a Division to maximize the chance of funding success. So 
whilst the Division Manager was trying to promote collaboration across the four teams, 
the reality was that they were often competing for the same grant money. This 
organizational measurement of success inadvertently encouraged competition. Without 
finding a way to address this anomaly, attempts at collaboration would be seriously 
impeded. 
Von Krogh (2003) discusses the problem of knowledge sharing where there are diverse 
and distributed interests within the community. Solutions include: creating incentives, 
monitoring to encourage knowledge sharing, or developing the community to assist 
each other. The ―communal resource‖ is reliant on opportunity structures and social 
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norms, such as caring, empathy, helping behaviour and willingness to be taught by 
others. Communities of practice require available resources and time to develop 
(Brown and Duguid 1991; Wenger 1998; von Krogh 2003). Attending to organizational 
dynamics and ensuring that there are systems in place to reward collaboration – and 
not work against it – are important at the group level.  
Whilst there will always be competing interests within organizations, openly 
acknowledging possible areas of conflict and finding ways to optimize outcomes is 
required. Vince (2001) suggests critically reflecting at the start of a learning project on 
the organizational dynamics, the power relations, and the emotions that may work 
against bringing about change, in order to minimize their negative influence. Simply 
asking the question of the Survey Design Group and/or the Division Manager at the 
start of the project ‗Is there anything that is likely to impede facilitating knowledge flow?‘ 
may have uncovered obstacles that could have been addressed. Checking during the 
project progress for signs of discord, by choosing to enquire into offhand comments 
made such as, ‗We never get told that‘, would also have been helpful. 
7.5 Interventions and outcomes 
What kinds of knowledge flow interventions are likely to be successful? The 
interventions depend on a judgement of what will promote knowledge flow to meet the 
organization‘s objectives.  Potential interventions need to be assessed in terms of 
practicality and value for time, money and effort contributed.  The value of each 
intervention will be described next and how each related to promoting different kinds of 
knowledge flow. 
7.5.1 Chosen interventions 
The multiple methods of enquiry employed throughout the research project led to the 
development of initiatives that Group members believed would promote knowledge flow 
within the Division. Whilst the survey revealed a desire for greater collaboration, it did 
not specifically ask what kinds of interventions would be useful.  Table 13 analyses the 
interventions in terms of forms of knowledge they enabled, the conditions that 
promoted those types of knowledge flow and the relationship with elements of Nonaka 
and Takeuchi‘s knowledge spiral (Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995) and the 4I Model 
(Crossan, Lane & White 1999).  
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Table 13: Relationship between enablers, flow and conditions 
Interventions/ 
Knowledge Enablers 
Types of knowledge  
 
Conditions that enable flow Corresponding Model 
1. Facilitating publication of research 
a. Coordination  i Database of current funding sources, 
appropriate journals and their 
publication process  (Inflow of explicit, 
simple, external knowledge) 
Resource (i.e. Research Development 
Manager) to coordinate administrative 
activity, ensure currency of information and 
consistency, efficiency, fairness and 
transparency of process 
Combination – explicit to 
explicit knowledge (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995) 
Integration (Crossan, Lane & 
White 1999) 
 ii Funding application/journal 
publication process  (Creation of a 
process to integrate and apply 
knowledge) 
Communication and monitoring of adherence 
to process   
Externalisation – tacit to 
explicit (Nonaka & Takeuchi 
1995) 
Institutionalization (Crossan, 
Lane & White 1999) 
 iii Database of CVs, publications, grant 
records, description of research etc to 
streamline applications and connect 
researchers  (Categorization and 
combination of internal knowledge) 
Staff profiles updated by individuals from 
which to draw information for grant 
applications, improving efficiency and 
currency of information 
Combination – explicit to 
explicit knowledge (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995) 
Integration (Crossan, Lane & 
White 1999) 
 iv Network of potential external 
collaborators with specialized 
knowledge (Learning from others with 
deep experience) 
Attention to fostering trusting relationships 
Collaborative organisation and sector that 
encourages reciprocity 
Socialization – tacit to tacit 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995) 
Integration (Crossan, Lane & 
White 1999) 
b. Policy and 
procedure 
i Understanding of current sector 
guidelines and policies (Inflow of 
explicit, simple, external knowledge) 
Management and administrative support to 
establish policy and process, model and 
reward collaboration, and monitor compliance 
Combination – explicit to 
explicit knowledge (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995) 
Interpretation (Crossan, Lane 
& White 1999) 
 ii Policy and process including 
documented agreement of roles and 
responsibilities of authors, project 
plan with times, tasks etc  (Creation 
of process to institutionalize 
publishing efforts)  
Lead author ensures all parties are working 
collaboratively and meeting expectations, 
with reference back to Group Manager in 
case lead author is negligent 
Externalisation – tacit to 
explicit (Nonaka & Takeuchi 
1995) 
Institutionalization (Crossan, 
Lane & White 1999) 
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Interventions/ 
Knowledge Enablers 
Types of knowledge  
 
Conditions that enable flow Corresponding Model 
Facilitating publication 
of research (cont.) 
iii Fostering of trusting relationships 
(Creation of policy encompasses 
way to manage relationships to 
maximise cooperation ) 
Transparent and fair division of labour in 
procedure builds trust 
Externalisation – tacit to 
explicit (Nonaka & Takeuchi 
1995) 
c. Skill development i. Staff with diverse capabilities 
(Inflow of new people with diverse 
capabilities) 
Recruit and retain experienced staff who are 
also willing to share so there is a diverse and 
collaborative workforce 
Socialization – tacit to tacit 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995) 
 
 ii. Workshops/writing groups to 
encourage and integrate sharing 
and learning, with support and 
shared accountability to deliver 
outcomes (Learning from peers by 
doing) 
Time in work plan to write, management 
understanding of current capabilities, self-
management skills and incentives so staff 
achieve outcomes, accountability for publishing 
activity embedded in work plan, career 
development opportunities available as 
capabilities build 
Attention to encouraging people to get to know 
their colleagues capabilities and interests 
Creation of a positive learning experience with 
open dialogue and sharing, willingness to be 
vulnerable and express what don‘t know, 
keeping to commitments 
Development of strategies to improve 
management and peer support 
Incentives to collaborate 
 
Internalization – explicit to 
tacit (Nonaka & Takeuchi 
1995) 
Intuiting and interpreting to 
understand and develop 
capabilities (Crossan, Lane & 
White 1999) 
Integration (Crossan, Lane & 
White 1999) 
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Interventions/ 
Knowledge Enablers 
Types of knowledge  
 
Conditions that enable flow Corresponding Model 
2. Staff Profiles i. Accessible, member updated, 
searchable platform to share 
expertise, interests, work history 
eg Wiki (Categorization and 
combination of internal 
knowledge) 
Management sponsorship for staff to manage 
their own information and share this with others 
on an accessible platform. 
Combination – explicit to 
explicit knowledge (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995) 
Institutionalization (Crossan, 
Lane & White 1999) 
 ii. Profile template that covers core 
information required that can be 
used for formal purposes and 
also informal relationship 
development (Categorization and 
combination of internal 
knowledge) 
Administrative support to upload information and 
process to monitor currency of information  
 
 
Combination – explicit to 
explicit knowledge (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995) 
Institutionalization (Crossan, 
Lane & White 1999) 
 iii. Managers encourage relationship 
development by fostering 
connections and intentional 
encounters (Maximizing value of 
internal capabilities) 
Management actively encourage staff to use 
Wiki to share and learn 
Staff see the practical value of information 
available 
Managers foster development of connections – 
encourage their staff to utilise others‘ internal 
capabilities and share their own 
Socialization – tacit to tacit 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995) 
Integration (Crossan, Lane & 
White 1999) 
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Interventions/ 
Knowledge Enablers 
Types of knowledge  
 
Conditions that enable flow Corresponding Model 
3. Learning exchanges 
(secondments) 
i. Sponsors and staff willing to 
undertake exchanges (Promoting 
individual and team learning and 
sharing) 
Management willing to be flexible with 
resourcing to encourage collaboration and staff 
development. 
Staff willing to share and learn from others, take 
themselves outside their comfort zone, and 
return to share what they have learnt with their 
team. 
Internalization – explicit to 
tacit (Nonaka & Takeuchi 
1995) 
Socialization – tacit to tacit 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995) 
 ii. Process to facilitate exchanges 
that sets out agreement, goals, 
terms (Strategy to link people 
with different knowledge, 
developing new knowledge and 
stronger relationships) 
Management sponsored process is open and 
transparent, and tied to agreed business and 
individual learning objectives. 
Management actively encourages learning 
exchanges. 
Externalisation – tacit to 
explicit (Nonaka & Takeuchi 
1995) 
Institutionalization (Crossan, 
Lane & White 1999) 
4. Strategic Planning i. Clear organisational goals that 
inform group goals (Existence of 
a clear and coherent mission 
and vision) 
Organizational framework exists against which 
to assess priorities and develop business plans 
Combination – explicit to 
explicit knowledge (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995) 
 ii. Open forum to identify and share 
SWOT analysis, encourage 
dialogue/exploration (Developing 
engagement and commitment to 
the vision) 
Dedicated time to engage all staff in a forum to 
exchange their understandings 
Format encourages participation of all – 
emphasis on dialogue, hearing diverse views 
Internalization – explicit to 
tacit (Nonaka & Takeuchi 
1995) 
Socialization – tacit to tacit 
(Nonaka & Takeuchi 1995) 
Externalisation – tacit to 
explicit (Nonaka & Takeuchi 
1995) 
 iii. Development of business goals 
(Translation of strategy into 
business goals) 
Facilitation focuses on agreeing on core 
capabilities, environmental influences and 
developing clear and engaging goals 
Combination – explicit to 
explicit knowledge (Nonaka & 
Takeuchi 1995) 
Institutionalization (Crossan, 
Lane & White 1999) 
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Each intervention relies on input to initiate the process, such as people with time, 
willingness and expertise to share, technology, or sources of information. A process is 
required to integrate and organize information in a way that will institutionalize the 
learning. Thirdly, these processes rely on good relationships, including management 
sponsorship, trusted and supportive peers, and external collaborators. 
Within the table I have indicated which types of knowledge flow relate to the four 
stages of the Knowledge Spiral and the 4I Model. From socialization and interpretation, 
through to internalization and institutionalization of learning in routines, strategy, 
systems, structure and practices, such as developing processes, policies, plans that 
formalize learning and sharing. As can be seen from this table knowledge takes many 
forms, and is not just output, but also takes the form of types of appropriate input and 
well-developed processes to facilitate positive outcomes. 
The Intervention Design Group proposed facilitating efforts to increase publication 
output, and in particular, acknowledge contributions to papers through a tighter 
authorship policy and process. Increasing publication output was mentioned as an 
aspiration in the first meeting I attended of all staff, and was subsequently ranked by 
half of the staff who ranked the list of interventions as the most important activity.  The 
SWOT undertaken during the planning session confirmed the importance of publishing, 
particularly in establishing Division staff as credible researchers in the newly merged 
organization. 
Garvin (2000, p. 15) suggests that any organization that wishes to become a learning 
organization needs to answer three questions: 
 What are our most pressing business challenges and greatest business opportunities? 
 What do we need to learn to meet the challenges and take advantage of the 
opportunities? 
 How should the necessary knowledge and skills be acquired? 
 
He suggests that a SWOT analysis is usually the best approach to answering the first 
question. In this study the SWOT analysis was conducted as the project was coming to 
a close. One of the organization‘s overall objectives was to generate new knowledge to 
inform practice and policy, and there was an implicit understanding that successful 
researchers disseminate and publish. Attention, however, had not been directed to 
facilitating this critical activity as a defined Divisional goal. Rather, the main staff 
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priorities were to complete contracted client projects and to attract further grant money 
to keep staff employed.  
Several conditions led to a concerted effort to promote writing with the intent to publish. 
These were: (a) the departure of the CEO, who had previously suggested that writing 
for publication should be undertaken outside work hours; (b) the Division Manager and 
Team Manager A‘s dedication of meeting time in the work day for members of their 
teams to collaboratively prepare papers for publication ; (c) the creation of the 
Research Development Manager‘s coordinating role to facilitate knowledge sharing 
activities, such as the writing groups; and (d) the attention this project gave to 
collaborative knowledge sharing efforts.   
Enabling knowledge flow is not a matter of simply changing practices. It also requires 
surfacing and addressing basic barriers to collaboration (Brandi & Elkjaer 2011; Effron 
2004; Wheatley 2004b). An underlying issue which the Intervention Design Group 
resolved was the need for an agreement so that all contributors received credit. The 
discussions within the Group reflected a lack of trust in some senior staff, which we 
know is a precursor to knowledge flow (Preskill & Torres 1999; Saint-Onge & Wallace 
2006; Senge 1997). Collaborative partnerships between researchers, resulting in joint 
authorship, needed to be of reciprocal benefit to work. Senior researchers‘ investment 
in mentoring/training others had to be perceived as worthwhile, as they were also 
under pressure to publish. Developing researchers wanted to be recognized for their 
own contribution, and not feel they were merely furthering senior staff members‘ 
careers. Without resolving the issue of trust manifested in authorship decisions, the 
incentive and goodwill to collaborate in writing publications could diminish.  
The authorship policy, agreement and definition of responsibilities were therefore 
useful documents to address potential barriers to collaboration. Discussion in the 
Intervention Design Group indicated that the new focus on publishing was 
reinvigorating collaboration within the teams. Learning is about becoming a practitioner 
(Brown & Duguid 1991), and for this group having publications in refereed journals is a 
marker of being a successful academic. The writing groups that were formed were 
communities of practice giving developing researchers access to experienced 
researchers to develop their skills (Wenger 1998). 
The second intervention was to create and disseminate staff profiles so all staff had 
access to information about each other‘s areas of expertise and interests. Von Krogh 
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(2003) discussed the importance of overt ―cues‖ as a way of providing affiliates with 
information about what others are capable of. The staff profiles were a cue to provide 
easily searchable and accessible information on who knew what, in order to develop 
professional ties. The profiles also were designed to provide optional personal 
information about the staff member, such as their interests, hobbies or photos, as 
another cue to encourage connections. Developing the profiles was also perceived as 
a way for individuals to distil their research interests and skills into a format that could 
be used for multiple purposes. Disappointingly, only some of the profiles were put on 
the Wiki, not long before Survey Two was administered, as a new intranet was created 
as a result of the merger. This may account for the low ratings of usefulness of the 
Wiki. Tom Barfield from Accenture described their People Pages initiative, and noted 
that to be successful, a senior leader must be an advocate (Barfield 2007).  
The third and fourth rated interventions were the development of guidelines for 
secondments, and a potential planning day. In reviewing the Intervention Design Group 
notes about the secondment concept, ―Chris‖ suggested that we not use the term 
secondments, but rather promote ―learning experiences‖. This approach might have 
created a more active interest in the topic. Whilst there was a high interest in the idea 
of spending time outside one‘s own area to share and learn new capabilities, the idea 
was not formally encouraged by management. In my experience with other 
organizations, potentially ―losing‖ a staff member on a secondment can create a gap 
that is hard to fill. It requires a manager who sees their role as developing others to 
advocate such opportunities for their staff, knowing it may create difficulties for them in 
the short term.  
In leading organizational learning, Garvin (2000, p. 198) stresses the importance of 
setting the tone, and creating a climate of ‗challenge, scepticism and doubt, so that 
easy, pat solutions are not accepted until they have been subjected to careful scrutiny.‘ 
The Intervention Design Group did this by evaluating each potential intervention 
against a matrix, and challenging each other to consider how beneficial and 
implementable each would be. However, the Group had not planned how to implement 
the agreed initiatives. In addition, because there wasn‘t a connection with the 
managers, and limited communication with the Division Manager, the process of 
implementation was difficult. Although we engaged with staff in the data collection 
phase, including completing surveys and rating interventions, it became apparent that 
bringing about actual change required management approval.  
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Crossan‘s model of knowledge management (1999) includes how to institutionalize 
learning, claiming that bringing about change requires endorsement of those in 
positions of authority. Whilst the front end of the project was robust in terms of the data 
collection, analysis, and facilitation of discussions on how to improve knowledge flow, 
the implementation phase could have been improved. The interventions were not fully 
institutionalized during the timeframe of the research project. Vera and Crossan (2003, 
p. 123) describe organizational learning as ‗…the process of change in individual and 
shared thought and action, which is affected by and embedded in the institutions of the 
organization.‘ Therefore, if implementation of interventions was a benchmark against 
which to evaluate the project, it was unsuccessful. Argyris and Schön (1996) describe 
such cases as ―near misses‖ where organizational learning is not converted into action. 
The Intervention Design Group did not believe they had sufficient influence or access 
to resources to embed changes themselves. In addition, the management team were 
fractured and the merger was a huge distraction. Clear goals and decreasing 
distractions were two of the conditions to promote flow in the workplace that were 
absent in this case (Hooker & Csikszentmihalyi 2003). As evidenced by Survey One, 
there was a high level of job satisfaction overall, hence the motivation to change was 
not compelling. It could be that as Houchin and Maclean (2005) concluded in their 
change management study, inertia worked against change occurring. The problem of 
inertia is also highlighted in Garvin, who contends that ‗the roots of learning 
organizations lie in the gritty realities of practice‘ (2000, p. 17). He notes that learning 
―disabilities‖ often impede the translation of new knowledge into practice, and that this 
inaction can be the result of passivity, inertia, or aversion to risk. Garvin argues that the 
creation of a supportive environment that rewards learning, capitalizes on divergent 
points of view, stimulates new ideas and encourages risk taking is critical to creating a 
learning organization. In this organization attention to these conditions may have 
resulted in deeper learning. 
Indeed, as explained subsequently, a myriad of factors undermined collaboration. As 
―Mark‖, a member of the Intervention Design Group said, instituting change is an issue: 
Mark: So then you end up with things like a Wiki style or whatever. The issue … is 
establishing systems that are operationalized in such a way that they don‘t just get 
dropped…How do you actually make sure that those things are embedded so that the 
uptake is not optional, its compulsory, it‘s part of your work that people do. Do you know 
what I mean? That‘s the most difficult thing that I see. 
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7.5.2 Additional interventions 
While interventions were being planned by the Intervention Design Group, the Division 
Manager was also initiating changes to enhance learning and sharing, both within the 
group and with external stakeholders. Feedback from Survey One suggested that 
support was desired from the Division Manager for knowledge sharing activities, and in 
particular more regular learning forums.  Regular staff meetings, seminars and 
workshops were instituted. The formal learning forums were considered very useful, 
attracting the highest number of comments when participants were asked what the 
most significant change had been within the Division. The practice of reading each 
other‘s draft publications was embedded, and there were regular peer supervision 
meetings. An annual symposium to showcase activity to stakeholders, and a newsletter 
summarising recent and current research projects, were also introduced. The modified 
physical space also appeared to have improved the facilitation of knowledge flow. 
Feedback in Survey Two demonstrated that these interventions were valued, although, 
as indicated, there was still room for improvement. 
One of the suggestions from Survey One was to increase cross-team projects. There 
appears to be a minimal difference in collaborative activity if one relies solely on the 
count of collaborative projects within the Division (from 14 to 17). There was, however, 
greater opportunity to contribute to others‘ projects informally, such as commenting on 
project plans, drafts and presentations, through the formal Divisional meetings. The 
ratings of usefulness of learning and sharing in the Division increased as a result. At 
the start of the project, the Division Manager said she was mainly interested in this 
project supporting and measuring the effectiveness of initiatives they were already 
going to put in place, and specifically warned me against trying to incorporate too many 
other changes. So even though the interventions we developed were not embedded in 
the short-term, the knowledge flow activities she instituted appeared to have had a 
positive influence. 
7.5.3 Achieve desired outcomes? 
The survey findings were useful in understanding what was working well and what 
could be improved. The interventions seemed to improve knowledge flow, as shown by 
the incremental changes in ratings of learning and sharing from Survey One to Survey 
Two, and the positive comments. But the fundamental question remained: Does 
enhanced knowledge flow contribute to organizational success? 
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In the literature review I examined perspectives on measuring the effectiveness of 
knowledge management interventions. The practitioners in the discussion on 
‗Recruiting, nurturing and evaluating knowledge workers‘ in The Next Generation 
Knowledge Management III (Barfield 2007) noted that it is often difficult to measure the 
value of initiatives, but that does not mean positive change has not taken place. Others 
argue that knowledge flow takes time to be integrated into practice (Leistner 2010). In 
Büchel and Raub‘s study (2002) they asked executives to rank the most important 
elements of knowledge networks, which were also the most difficult to implement. They 
were: (1) demonstrating tangible outcomes, (2) fostering trust between members and 
(3) ensuring management support. In this study a high degree of trust developed 
between members, however (1) and (3) proved to be difficult. 
The organization‘s strategic goals included: generating knowledge to promote health 
and wellbeing; undertaking applied research; developing stronger communities and a 
robust organization. Whilst a comparison between outcomes and objectives may have 
been possible had there been specific Divisional objectives, at face value the project 
did improve the generation and dissemination of knowledge. What is important to 
assess is the effectiveness of the collaborative process of mapping and improving 
knowledge flow. How the knowledge flow process is managed can be just as important 
in developing a collaborative culture as what is instituted (Schein 1999). Gherardi 
(1999, p. 62) notes that learning is ‗not so much a way of knowing the world but a way 
of being in the world‘. The high level of engagement of the Design Groups and staff in 
the research project, and the strengthening of relationships through increased avenues 
for learning and sharing, was a testament to their interest in working collaboratively. 
Staying engaged during a tumultuous time in the organization‘s history was further 
―evidence‖ of the desire to invest in learning and sharing.  
In the literature there is disagreement about whether a focus on enabling knowledge 
flow is unique to knowledge-intensive companies  (Alvesson 2000; Tsoukas 2003). 
Whilst I would argue that enhancing knowledge flow is important in any organization, 
this setting fit the description of a knowledge intensive company: senior staff had a high 
level of specialist expertise, and staff were motivated by a strong connection to their 
work. In such environments, Alvesson (2000) describes the criticality of retaining and 
attracting senior staff, and the importance of creating conditions that will encourage 
others to want to stay. This concern about keeping senior staff was reflected in the 
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survey comments and Design Group discussions, and appeared to be addressed by 
Survey Two.  
The project outcomes were improved relationships, increased collaboration, and 
explicit attention to learning and sharing throughout the group. How much these 
successful outcomes can be attributed to this project cannot be known, as 
simultaneously several initiatives were introduced and supported by the management 
team. The study contributed to increased attention to knowledge sharing. At the time 
the organization was undergoing considerable change, with an uncertain future and the 
added pressure of generating sufficient income to continue the research function. In an 
informal discussion at the end of the project, ―Robyn‖ commented that the work we did 
was ‗like a bright light from a torch, bobbing in a raging torrent, offering some hope for 
the future‘ because of the positive focus on improving the way people were working.   
In reviewing the ―success‖ of the project, I am reminded of Wenger‘s (1998) work in 
describing the value of communities of practice. He notes the difficulty of pinpointing 
the value of the community of practice in measureable ways, because the creation of a 
learning group that imparts their knowledge to others may take time to realize. The 
existence of the group may benefit group members, through the development of 
relationships, understanding the latest gossip, and providing specific information. The 
group may or may not have influenced others. This interesting quandary requires a 
different kind of evaluation. I had hoped to seek personal stories about the most 
significant change that had occurred over the time period as one way of assessing 
success (Davies & Dart 2005; Wenger 1998), but the Intervention Design Group did not 
want to invest time in a further activity. The organization was on the cusp of making an 
announcement about the amalgamation, there was a forthcoming conference to attend, 
and people were under pressure to complete projects.  
7.6 Suggested knowledge flow process 
One of the intended outcomes from this project was to develop a recommended 
process for other practitioners to enable knowledge flow in organizations (see Figure 
23: Suggested knowledge flow process). Whilst my experience in this organization was 
unique, there are useful processes that could be applied elsewhere that I will 
recommend to future clients who wish to embark on a knowledge flow project.  
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Figure 23: Suggested knowledge flow process
Stage 1: 
Engage staff at all 3 levels: 
•Management team - agree on 
objectives, their role, 
communication with KN, how to 
support  the initiative, potential 
obstacles and how to maximise 
success 
•All staff - inform, invite them to 
form KN 
•Knowledge Network (KN) - get 
to know each other, agree on 
roles and responsibilities, discuss 
potential obstacles and how to 
maximise success 
Stage 2:  
Assess current state of 
knowledge flow 
•KN decide data collection 
methods,  document current 
ways of learning and sharing, 
with feedback from all staff 
•Collect and analyse data with KN 
so "insider" perspective is 
captured, and with management 
so strategic issues can be 
considered 
•Give feedback to all 
•Reissue invitation to join KN for 
the next phase of the project - 
interventions 
Stage 3:  
Take action 
• KN suggest interventions to 
enhance knowledge flow, in 
consideration of achieving 
organisational objectives, 
including a method to evaluate 
ideas, obtain input from all staff 
and develop interventions 
•Staff and management  involved 
in short-listing interventions 
•KN develop interventions, 
maintaining close communication 
with management to maximize 
the institutionalization of ideas 
Stage 4: 
Evaluate, monitor and 
review 
•KN use 'Most Significant Change' 
Technique (Davies & Dart 2005), 
to evaluate interventions and 
agree on ways to monitor and 
review learning and sharing 
• Each staff member writes a  
"story" of the 'Most Significant 
Change', which are  analysed. 
•Group discusses and  
agrees on actions to  
continue learning and 
 sharing 
Suggested knowledge flow process requires: 
(1) organisations that meet existing conditions that enable knowledge flow (Figure 3) 
(2) skilled facilitation to guide process, encourage open enquiry, dialogue & discussion, and  
(3) commitment to build on enablers to knowledge flow, and surface and attend to the barriers, including politics, that get in the way 
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Figure 23: Suggested knowledge flow process  outlines the major steps involved, which 
necessitates engagement at three levels: (1) Management to support the knowledge 
flow project and approve interventions; (2) Volunteer staff to form a knowledge network 
to assess current knowledge flow, engage their colleagues in the project and determine 
actions to improve learning and sharing; and (3) All staff so they recognize the benefits 
of enhancing knowledge flow, want to actively participate, and are likely to support 
agreed interventions.  
Figure 23 essentially follows the steps taken in this research project. An important 
difference is the engagement of all the management team in the initiation of the project, 
so they support the project, minimize potential obstacles to success, appreciate the 
benefits of engaging a knowledge network, and invest in institutionalization of the 
interventions collectively agreed. This would include agreement on: their role; their 
level of decision-making (with the preference that they empower the knowledge 
network to make decisions); and how to communicate with the knowledge network. 
Another difference is in the evaluation stage. I suggested using the ‗Most Significant 
Change‘ Technique (Davies & Dart 2005), but there was insufficient time. The 
technique enables the work group to collectively distil the value of the knowledge flow 
project to one or more significant changes. Each staff member is invited to briefly 
respond to a question such as, ‗Looking back over the last xx months what do you think 
was the most significant change that occurred in knowledge flow in this group?‘. This is 
very similar to the question that was asked in Survey Two.  
The responses would be collected by the knowledge network and sorted into common 
domains or themes. The stories in each domain would then be read aloud by the 
members of the knowledge network to the group, who would discuss each story and 
determine which story best represented that domain. The selected stories are then 
communicated to all staff, and a discussion facilitated on what this means for the group 
in continuing to improve knowledge flow. The stories enable the group to understand 
the real impact of instituted changes and also reveal group members‘ underlying values 
in terms of learning and sharing. 
There is a risk in recommending a process that I have not used. However, this 
technique appears to align with the collaborative process of enabling knowledge flow 
and seems to be a meaningful way to distil the project‘s value. Stories have a unique 
way of engaging people at an emotional level which adds to understanding (Allee 2003; 
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Canner & Katzenbach 2004; Conner 2004). The reflective enquiry process of how the 
group has learnt, suggested by Ulrich and Smallwood (2004), would be a useful 
addition to the evaluation stage.  
Underpinning these steps, as included in Figure 23, are the prerequisite conditions to 
enable knowledge flow, which were outlined at the beginning of the project in Figure 3 
‗Model of conditions that enable knowledge flow‘ (p.59), and an acknowledgement of 
the enablers and barriers that can enhance and impede the process (Figure 22). These 
models frame the process and help understand how to facilitate knowledge flow. There 
needs to be the will, skill and diverse capability in the group to learn from and share 
with, and an environment that encourages collaboration, rather than competition, and 
an acknowledgement of the barriers that can work against knowledge flow.   
A skilled facilitator can guide the process, keep conversations between practitioners 
focussed on their shared objectives and create a respectful space, so that the 
experience is positive. The facilitator can also be a bridge to management, drawing on 
their perspectives, reassuring them of the value of the process and helping them to 
understand their role. There needs to be an explicit commitment from management and 
from the knowledge network to listen to staff feedback about the factors that enable 
knowledge flow and institutionalize processes that will foster learning and sharing. At 
the same time, openness to identify and address the barriers that impede knowledge 
flow is required, such as power and politics. Demonstrating a willingness to 
acknowledge impediments, and working to minimize these, is likely to contribute to the 
project‘s success.  
7.7 Consultant insights into facilitation of knowledge 
flow 
7.7.1 Capabilities and characteristics of an effective facilitator 
The presence of an external facilitator is a valuable asset to enhance knowledge flow, 
and this is supported by the literature (Canner & Katzenbach 2004; Leistner 2010; 
Saint-Onge & Wallace 2006). I deliberately choose the word ―facilitator‖, rather than 
―consultant‖, as a knowledge flow project requires someone who is skilled in allowing 
practitioners to determine the methods of enquiry, data collection and decision-making 
that best fits their workgroup. Importantly, the facilitator must be willing to enquire into 
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their own practice in order to maximize the learning experience for themselves and for 
the group of practitioners (Coghlan & Brannick 2005; Torbert 1999). 
An external facilitator can focus on the process of helping practitioners to improve 
learning and sharing in their organization. The facilitator can help people engage with 
each other, encourage them to have open conversations, promote dialogue rather than 
discussion, and enable them to look at different ways in which they can improve 
practice. A benefit of being an outsider is being naïve – being able to ask the 
―dumb/smart‖ questions, offer a detached perspective, and not be enmeshed or biased 
by organizational politics.  Argyris and Schön (1996, p. 45) note that the external 
facilitator is often able to appreciate the ‗taken-for-granted practice knowledge‘ of the 
practitioner, which in a knowledge flow project enables them to see how such 
knowledge might be developed in others.  
Although I was familiar with the organization and staff from prior projects, my level of 
involvement during the research process made it difficult to know what was really going 
on. According to Wenger (1998) a community of practice has three conditions: mutual 
engagement, a joint enterprise, and a shared repertoire. Whilst there was mutual 
engagement and a joint enterprise, there was not a shared repertoire between myself 
and members of the Intervention Design Group – I was not part of the Division (Wenger 
1998). To deepen understanding, the facilitator can ask questions of network members 
to uncover potential obstacles that may need to be addressed. Whilst it is important to 
develop a relationship of trust with practitioners, Edmondson and Moingeon (1999) 
maintain that it is important to have some tension in the relationship, so that 
researchers challenge practitioners, and practitioners challenge the researcher, rather 
than be so comfortable that they become complacent. Attending some staff meetings 
and engaging with management would help the facilitator to better understand the 
culture, particularly early in the project. I didn‘t build time to do this in to this project, but 
would recommend a broader level of involvement in the future. 
The capabilities of the knowledge flow facilitator that are likely to promote success are: 
sound facilitation skills; research/analysis skills; an understanding of organizational 
learning/knowledge management; and a willingness to collaboratively guide a group of 
practitioners to enhance learning and sharing in their work group. In reviewing the 
facilitator role, I have been strongly influenced by the work of Schön (1991) and Schein 
(1999) in their respective descriptions of reflective practice and process consulting. 
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Schön (1991) notes that the reflective practitioner is not the only one to have useful 
knowledge to solve problems, and understands that ―not knowing‖ in fact aids learning. 
Similarly, one of the principles of Schein‘s process consulting model is to be clear 
about what one knows and does not know, acknowledging that one can‘t be expected 
to understand the current reality in another‘s organization, which is why collaborative 
enquiry is invaluable.  
The facilitator needs to be seen as credible by the management team to persuade 
them to embark on such a project, which needs to align with achieving their 
organizational objectives.  This requires actively engaging with the whole management 
team (not just the leader) to obtain their endorsement of the project, as in Figure 23: 
Suggested knowledge flow process. Kouzes and Posner (2007) investigated followers‘ 
views of leaders across several countries and determined that the following 
characteristics are important for developing credibility as a leader: competence, 
honesty, being inspiring and forward-thinking. In a change project, the credibility of 
those leading the change is critical. I would argue that the results of this research show 
that facilitating a knowledge-management project is like a change project and requires 
the same characteristics.  
The first characteristic is a high degree of competence as a facilitator, and in 
understanding how to develop a learning organization. Critical skills are the ability to 
listen to group members, offer observations back to the group and question their 
assumptions (Preskill & Torres 1999). It is important to regularly and openly review with 
the group how well the process is working for them, so any adjustments can be made. 
The level of content knowledge of the business in which one is working may vary 
(Schein 1999). As a facilitator, I would suggest this is of secondary importance to 
strong facilitation skills, as problem-solving is the domain of the staff who are likely to 
understand the business and their colleagues.  
Understanding the field of knowledge management and some of the conditions that 
enable success may speed up the project design and enhance credibility. This 
knowledge helps the facilitator to guide the discussion, by offering suggested models, 
questions, and approaches. The facilitator needs to be open to seeking feedback, 
attend to comments made regarding process, and sense the energy level of the group 
to keep them motivated (Dick 1991). A high level of engagement in the group can be 
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fostered if others are empowered to make decisions, so that agreed outcomes are 
owned and implemented by the group. 
Honesty is the next characteristic. At times during the project, I was uncertain how to 
guide the group and would disclose this. Or I would realize there was something I 
neglected to say or do, and would apologize for the oversight. Or I would directly 
enquire when I wasn‘t sure what others meant, rather than pretend I understood. Being 
honest deepens relationships as it gives permission for others to also be honest and 
vulnerable, so that conversations are genuine and direct (Plaskoff 2011). Senge et al. 
(1999) note that building a learning organization requires having honest, reflective 
conversations that help to create positive change. Part of honesty is also being honest 
with oneself. This involves continually enquiring into one‘s own practice, being willing to 
adapt, and openly admit when one isn‘t sure of the direction to take (Bolton 2005; 
Reason & Bradbury 2006). The facilitator is part of the project, and needs to be closely 
attuned to how he or she is influencing the project‘s direction. 
The facilitator needs to inspire others to understand the benefits of improved 
knowledge flow and enthusiastically promote engagement. Knowledge sharing can be 
seen as intangible, and interventions can be difficult to implement. Leistner (2010) 
suggests seeking measures that might quantify changes, such as level of participation 
in the team/project and time saved through collaborating with others. Tools such as 
Social Network Analysis and ‗Most Significant Change‘ (Davies & Dart 2005) can 
measure changes in the strength of relationships and perceived benefits.  The degree 
of engagement in meetings, ease of sourcing information through others, and variety of 
accessible ways to learn from others, are also measures. At the project level, 
diminished re-work and evidence of learning from past mistakes, by not repeating 
them, can demonstrate positive changes in knowledge flow over time. The facilitator‘s 
role is to help to identify and assess these tangible benefits as a result of increased 
learning and sharing. 
The last characteristic in Kouzes and Posner‘s framework is being forward-thinking 
(Kouzes & Posner 2007). In this context it requires developing a vision for why 
knowledge sharing is important, and helping to building a bridge to achieve that vision. 
The facilitator‘s role is to work with the management team to understand the 
connection between enabling knowledge flow and achieving the organization‘s 
objectives, so they are clear about how this intervention can genuinely help the 
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organization to be successful. Maintaining this clear link with the objectives requires 
regular meetings between the facilitator, knowledge network, and management team 
so that expectations are aligned, and that the process being followed is understood and 
supported.  
Other helpful qualities are being realistic, tenacious and ready to challenge others to 
take risks. Bringing about change when there may be competing interests takes time. 
Self-management skills to keep positive and focus on engaging others are vital (Block 
2000; Dick 1991). In this case, the complication of an impending amalgamation 
distracted the key players. In other organizations there will be other distractions. 
Dealing with uncertainty, constant change, and flux is a reality of organizational life.  It 
is important to not lose sight of the project‘s value, challenge the group to extend 
themselves, and understand and use wisely one‘s influence. I learned that as a 
facilitator, there is only so much one person can do, and the rest is up to the group. 
One needs to accept that reality, and acknowledge that whatever is achieved is what 
could be achieved.  
7.7.2 How research has informed my practice  
It is the dynamic of this reflection on reflection that incorporates the learning process of 
the action research cycle and enables action research to be more than everyday problem 
solving. Here it is learning about learning, in other words, meta learning (Coghlan & 
Brannick 2005, p. 25). 
 
During the course of this research, I led several other projects and project teams as 
part of my consulting practice. The research has had a significant influence on the 
processes I use. The most noticeable change has been from operating as an individual 
to engaging in collaborative projects, either with another consultant, or by enlisting a 
group of volunteers within a work group. I have taken on a facilitator/guide role, where 
possible, to actively draw on the capabilities and ideas within the group, based on the 
belief that, as with coaching, often the best problem-solving occurs within the group. I 
have embraced the belief that engaging a diverse group of participants is likely to result 
in a better outcome, even if the decision-making processes take longer. 
Previously, I was highly task-focussed. Now I proactively attend to the ‗art of 
engagement‘ (Block 2000) because without engagement, the likelihood of ideas being 
embedded is lower. This coaching style of consulting, whilst not suitable for every 
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assignment, has been successful. I have rich conversations with clients, staff 
involvement is broader, and my confidence in facilitating has increased. I no longer feel 
I need to have the answers, but draw on the wisdom of the group. There is still some 
internal tension between when to lead/provide expertise and when to listen and let the 
group decide, however,  I am now more aware of the roles I play - expert, ―pair of 
hands‖, and collaborator (Schein 1999). I now openly advocate for the collaborator role 
in consulting proposals that require organizational change. In fact, I am likely to reject 
work where senior management are not willing to take a collaborative approach.  
I am prepared to say what I don‘t know, don‘t understand and to seek guidance from 
others, and feel quite confident and comfortable in doing so. As a result, this has 
created strong relationships and delivered good outcomes, as previously unspoken 
issues now surface, and can be addressed. For example, in a project meeting with a 
knowledge network I had been facilitating, I shared with group members reflections on 
my behaviour in the previous meeting. I wondered whether I had been too directive, 
was concerned about the negative effect this might have had on the group dynamics, 
and sought their feedback. By being vulnerable, I opened up the conversation to a 
deeper level of enquiry about the way we were working together. This invited others to 
disclose their thoughts on what was working well and what could be improved, why 
they had chosen to work in the group, and why the group was important to them. The 
time we spent reflecting on the process led to more open and honest conversations in 
future meetings.  
Block describes the degree of engagement of the consultant in their work:  
A unique and beguiling aspect of doing consulting is that your own self is involved in the 
process to a much greater extent than if you were applying your expertise in some other 
way. Your own reactions to a client, your own feelings during discussions, your own 
ability to solicit feedback from the client – all are important dimensions to consultation 
(Block 2000, p. 13). 
 
A key insight has been taking the political climate into consideration, and being 
confident to question and enquire into dynamics at the management level. In this 
project, I did not heed signs of lack of engagement of the management team until late 
in the project. This was largely because my orientation as a consultant has been that of 
the Human Resource practitioner, perceiving organizations as families (Bolman & Deal 
2008). I have learned to also view organizations through a political lens, understanding 
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that power relations influence organizational change. Whilst this project has made me 
committed to working collaboratively with practitioners to achieve outcomes, I have 
learned that, even in an emergent process, it is important that there is a parallel 
engagement of the management group to maximize institutionalizing of interventions. 
This requires having early conversations about the value of enhanced knowledge flow, 
and an understanding – and agreement to - the time, energy and commitment required 
to invest in this process. 
Whilst I brought to this project my consulting experience in promoting learning and 
sharing in organizations, I have learnt much about the way I engage in practice. I will 
continue this reflective journey and take risks to engage in collaborative ways of 
working. This two-way influence, underpinned by learning from the vast array of 
literature in organizational learning and knowledge management, has been invaluable.  
7.8 Significance and implications for practice  
Human knowledge is a key differentiator in organizational success, and is seen by 
many as the differentiator, in an era where there is an increasing similarity in products 
and services, lessening the competitive divide (Grant 1996b; Kogut & Zander 1992; 
Liebeskind 1996; Patriotta 2003; Pralahad & Hamel 1990). How people work together 
to achieve organizational objectives efficiently, effectively and enjoyably can make the 
difference between success and mediocrity. An emergent and collaborative process for 
how to enable knowledge flow was conducted which had not been undertaken in this 
way before. This research project provides a set of tools, templates and a practical 
process that practitioners who have a similar skill-set could employ. The reflections 
help to understand the unique role of the consultant/facilitator/expert in an emergent 
action research process, and how to maximize positive influence. 
The project is significant in uncovering three broad steps to enabling knowledge flow in 
a knowledge-intensive organization. Drawing on a range of literature from 
organizational learning, knowledge management, complexity theory and the notion of 
―flow‖, a unique approach for a skilled consultant/facilitator to facilitate an emergent, 
collaborative approach has been developed, that can lead to the institutionalization of 
tailored interventions to help achieve organizational objectives.   
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First, the business context must be examined to ensure that collaboration is valued at 
the organizational, group and individual level. Enabling conditions can include: a sector 
that encourages collaboration to achieve broader outcomes; managers who are willing 
to invest in institutionalizing interventions to promote organizational learning; business 
goals that require integrating knowledge in new ways; and individuals with diverse 
capabilities who have time and space to learn and share from each other. 
Secondly, the knowledge flow process is a useful guide to: engage staff to understand 
and assess knowledge flow, collaboratively determine useful interventions, evaluate 
the value of these actions and continue to improve learning and sharing. While 
methods of data collection may vary, the key ingredients are broad management 
support, a dedicated small group of practitioners who participate in assessing and 
describing knowledge flow, and broad engagement of all staff in the process. 
Thirdly, sufficient time and space are needed to collaboratively analyse data collected 
and hold learning conversations about how to improve practice, that result in the 
institutionalization of priority actions. Enablers can include leaders who model and 
reward collaborative behaviour, multiple formal and informal mechanisms to build 
relationships and share and learn from each other‘s capabilities, and working 
conditions where individuals expectations are largely met. Attention to enablers, 
however, is insufficient to build a culture of trust and caring, the cornerstone to learning 
and sharing of tacit knowledge. Rather, a carefully facilitated process of enquiry, 
dialogue and attention to addressing often deep-seated barriers to learning and sharing 
is required to genuinely and openly address and improve knowledge flow. 
7.9 Future research 
This project was undertaken in a knowledge-intensive organization undergoing 
considerable change. The practitioners in this process were researchers, and therefore 
were familiar with research language and methods and were also explicitly focussed on 
generating new knowledge. Future research would be useful on the robustness and 
transferability of applying a similar emergent, collaborative process in other types of 
organizations, such as with staff who are not skilled in research methods, and who are 
working in a more stable, operational environment. I intend to actively explore the 
efficacy of this process in my consulting, which hopefully will inform future studies. 
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Appendix A: Invitation to 
participate - Plain 
Language Statement 
 University  
Business Portfolio 
Graduate School of Business 
 
INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH PROJECT 
Enabling knowledge flow to help achieve [name of organisation’s] goals  
Dear … 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by myself, Susan Inglis, a part-time 
student in the Doctorate in Business Administration (DBA) at RMIT. I am an HR consultant currently 
undertaking project work at [name of the organisation]. This project is separate from the paid work I am 
doing in HR, and will be undertaken on a voluntary basis. The DBA project supervisor is Dr Ron Harper, who 
is an employee of RMIT. The project has been approved by the RMIT Human Research Ethics Committee 
and permission has been granted by the Director of [name of the organisation] conduct the study.   
I am inviting 4-8 people to participate as a reference group to inform the design of my research. You should 
not feel obligated to participate, and I completely understand if you are not interested or do not have time to 
be involved in the project. The intention of the reference group is to ensure that the data I collect is of 
maximum value to the organisation, hence my interest in involving a small group of people who will have 
different perspectives to inform the research methods. This information sheet describes the project in ‗plain 
English‘. Please read this sheet carefully so you are confident that you understand its contents before 
deciding whether to participate.  If you have any questions about the project, please contact either myself or 
my supervisor.   
What is the project about?  
The key research question is ―What processes can enable knowledge flow within an organisation?‖. Success 
stories demonstrate that helping people within organisations to learn and share information with each other 
can enhance achieving organisational objectives. As a Human Resource professional, my interest is in 
maximising the potential of people to share what they know and how they do things to enhance learning 
across the organisation. The perceived benefits of participation in the research project are increased 
emphasis on knowledge sharing throughout the organisation, which in turn can generate more effective 
outcomes, make better use of available resources, maximise employee contributions to the organisation and 
improve learning 
If I agree to participate, what will I be required to do? 
Participate in the research as part of a small reference group of 4-8 employees. The reference group will 
explore how to find out how well employees are currently sharing and integrating knowledge across the 
organisation. The reference group is likely to meet up to 4 times to provide input to an organisation-wide 
survey and interviews which I will conduct to better understand the current status of knowledge flow within 
the organisation. Individual members of the reference group may choose to continue to meet on a quarterly 
basis to act as a guide for the remainder of the project, which will be of 18-24 month‘s duration. 
Each meeting is likely to take up to 90 minutes. The questions that will be discussed include: 
 How do we know what information sharing is currently working well across the organisation? 
 What questions could we ask to help to understand the current status of knowledge sharing? 
 2 
 How could we gather ideas to potentially improve the flow of knowledge across the organisation? 
 How would I find out where knowledge sharing is working well?  
 How would I determine the level of interest in improving knowledge flow across the organisation? 
What will happen to the information I provide? 
The reference group meetings will be audio taped and the tapes and transcripts will be stored in a locked 
filing cabinet. The electronic data will be password protected and the hard copy data will be kept in a locked 
filing cabinet with access only by the researcher and supervisors. You can ask me to stop taping at any time, 
information on the audio tape can be erased and you can withdraw permission from using the data as part of 
the research project at any time.  
In reporting on the data collected, pseudonyms will be used to ensure anonymity of participants. To protect 
confidentiality, the only people who will have access to the data will be the researcher and supervisors. Any 
information that you provide can be disclosed only if (1) it is to protect you or others from harm, (2) a court 
order is produced, or (3) you provide the researchers with written permission. The results may be 
disseminated in publications prior to the completion of the doctoral thesis. The data will be aggregated and 
pseudonyms will be used in any publications, including the thesis. The information will be kept in a secure 
place for 5 years after completion of any publications and then destroyed. 
It is at your discretion to allow me access to the data collected for my research purposes, and this permission 
can be withdrawn at any time. The decision to participate in the research or not will not disadvantage you in 
anyway, and is a separate decision to participating in the organisational projects I am undertaking.  
Whom should I contact if I have any questions? 
If you are concerned about your participation in the reference group, you can contact myself, or the 
supervisor, Dr Ron Harper. We can discuss your concerns with you confidentially and suggest appropriate 
follow-up, if necessary. In addition, access to a qualified counselor/psychologist is available through the HR 
Manager. Please note you can also contact RMIT Human Research Ethics Sub Committee, details are 
provided below. 
Yours Sincerely 
 
Susan Inglis   
Inglis Consulting, BA, MBusLeadership 
 
Investigator’s contact details: 
Ms Susan Inglis (Doctorate in Business Administration student), 0407 xxx xxx 
Academic Supervisor’s contact details: 
Dr Ron Harper (Second Supervisor: Graduate School of Business, RMIT University, 
ron.harper@rmit.edu.au, 9925 xxxx 
 
Any complaints about your participation in this project may be directed to the Secretary, Portfolio Human 
Research Ethics Sub Committee, Business Portfolio, RMIT, GPO Box 2476V, Melbourne, 3001.  The 
telephone number is (03) 9925 5594 or email address rdu@rmit.edu.au. Details of the complaints procedure 
are available from the above address or http://ww.rmit.edu.au/council/hrec
 Appendix B: Survey One, May 2008   
1 
Enhancing Knowledge Flow in the Research 
Division  
 
This survey is intended to gather information about your perception of knowledge sharing in 
the Research Division. The analysis of the survey data will help to guide ways to enhance 
knowledge sharing.  
Preamble 
Before you start this survey, please read the “Plain Language Statement” to ensure that you 
understand the aim of the research project and the scope of your participation. Completing 
the survey will be deemed as consent to participate. All individual responses will remain 
confidential. The themes from the data analysis will only be reported back to the Research 
Division staff to discuss how to enhance knowledge sharing. The only identifying information 
will be network maps of who knows who and who people go to for advice. 
This survey is being circulated to the Research Division only, which includes the teams of 
[Team A, B, C and D]  
You can either complete the survey online or print it out to complete and then mail it to Susan 
Inglis, [address] It takes about 10-15 minutes to complete. Please return completed surveys 
by 31 May 2008. Thanks very much for your participation. 
Terms used in the survey are defined below so you will understand the intended meanings: 
Collaborative activity: an activity where two or more people work together toward achieving 
a common goal. Some examples are: working on a joint project, a publication, a campaign or 
a plan. 
Knowledge sharing: sharing what we “know” with others to help each other. This may 
include providing access to information, offering a different perspective, taking time to discuss 
ideas, helping others to learn, allowing others to observe you in action, or passing on skills or 
expertise. 
Knowledge flow: the transfer of what is known amongst group members. This may include 
information, perspectives, ideas, skills, ways of working, knowledge or expertise. 
There are 36 questions in this survey. 
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About me  
This survey is not anonymous because I am interested in who knows who across the Research Division, 
therefore I need to know the respondents are.  
1. What is your name?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
*2a. Which research team do you primarily belong to?  
 Please choose *only one* of the following: 
Team A 
Team B 
Team C 
Team D 
 
 
2b. Which other teams/areas of [Name of organisation] do you regularly work with?  
 Please choose *all* that apply: 
 Team A 
 Team B 
 Team C 
 Team D 
Other:  
 
 
3. What year did you start working at [Name of organisation]?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
*4. What year did you start working in the Research Division?  
 Please write your answer here: 
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* 5. What is your current level of appointment?  
 Please choose *only one* of the following: 
Grade 1 
Grade 2 
Grade 3 
Grade 4 
Grade 5 
Grade 6 
Grade 7 
Grade 8 
Grade 9 
Grade 10 
 
 
* 6a. Are you full-time, part-time or casual?  
 Please choose *only one* of the following: 
Full-time 
Part-time 
Casual 
 
 
[Only answer this question if you answered 'Part-time' to question '6a '] 
* 6b. If you are part-time, what is your fraction of appointment?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
[Only answer this question if you answered 'casual' to question '6a '] 
* 6c. If you are casual, on average, how many hours a week do you work?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
 
 4 
 
People I work with 
* 7. How well do you know each person in the Research Division?  
The Research 
Division includes 
all the staff who 
work in Team A, B, 
C and D. 
 
Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Not at all Not very well Fairly well Very well 
Each person‘s name listed 
    
(37 names) 
    
 
    
 
    
     
 
    
 
    
 
 
8: Who do you go to for advice? Name up to 6 people (order is not important). If the person is not from 
[name of organisation], please include their organisation.  
These can be 
within your team, 
within the 
Research Division, 
within [Name of 
organisation] or 
even within other 
organisations. If 
the latter, please 
specify the 
organisation. 
 
Please write your answer(s) here: 
Person 1:  
Person 2:  
Person 3:  
Person 4:  
Person 5:  
Person 6:  
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How I learn and share with others  
* 9a: How useful to you is each way of learning/sharing within your research team (e.g. sharing 
information/ideas/perspectives/skills/ expertise/knowledge)? 
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
Not at 
all 
useful 
Rarely 
useful 
Sometimes 
useful 
Mostly 
useful 
Always 
useful 
Not 
relevant 
Observe my manager 
      
Observe my peers 
      
Communicate 
informally with 
manager (e.g. face-to-
face, phone, email) 
      
Communicate 
informally with peers 
(e.g. face-to-face, 
phone, email) 
      
Meet with manager 
      
Meet with peers 
      
Meet with team 
      
Read information 
written by peers       
 
 
 
  
 
9b: Are there any comments you wish to make about learning and sharing within your research team?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
* 10a: How useful to you is each way of learning/sharing within the Research Division (e.g. 
 6 
information/ideas/perspectives/skills/ expertise/knowledge)?  
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
Not at 
all 
useful 
Rarely 
useful 
Sometimes 
useful 
Mostly 
useful 
Always 
useful 
Not 
relevant 
Observe the Research 
Division Manager       
Observe my Research 
Division peers       
Communicate 
informally with the 
Research Division 
Manager (e.g. face-to-
face, phone, email) 
      
Communicate 
informally with 
Research Division 
peers (e.g. face-to-
face, phone, email) 
      
Meet with the 
Research Division 
Manager 
      
Meet with Research 
Division peers       
Meet with whole 
Research Division        
Attend all of staff 
meeting       
Attend Learning Forum 
      
Read information 
written by Research 
Division peers 
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10b. Are there any comments you wish to make about learning and sharing within the Research 
Division?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
* 11a. How useful to you is each way of learning/sharing within [Name of organisation] (e.g. 
information/ideas/perspectives/skills/ expertise/knowledge)?  
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
Not at 
all 
useful 
Rarely 
useful 
Sometimes 
useful 
Mostly 
useful 
Always 
useful 
Not 
relevant 
Communicate 
informally with [Name 
of organisation] peers 
(e.g. face-to-face, 
phone, email) 
      
Receive peer 
supervision         
Meet with peers 
      
Attend Management 
Meetings       
Attend [Name of 
organisation] 
Executive Meetings 
      
Attend [Name of 
organisation] General 
Meetings 
      
Access [Name of 
organisation] Intranet       
Read information 
written by [Name of 
organisation] peers 
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11b. Are there any comments you wish to make about learning and sharing within [Name of 
organisation]?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
* 12a. How useful to you is each way of learning/sharing with others outside of [Name of organisation] 
(e.g. information/ideas/perspectives/skills/ expertise/knowledge)?  
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
Not at 
all 
useful 
Rarely 
useful 
Sometimes 
useful 
Mostly 
useful 
Always 
useful 
Not 
relevant 
Communicate 
informally with peers 
(e.g. face-to-face, 
phone, email) 
      
Meet with peers 
      
Meet with colleagues 
in professional bodies       
Attend seminars, 
conferences, 
workshops, short 
courses 
      
Participate in formal 
study       
Attend community 
meetings       
Participate in mail 
lists, chat rooms       
Access Internet 
      
Attend [name of 
organisation] seminar 
series 
      
Attend [name of 
specialist] seminar 
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series 
12b. Are there any comments you wish to make about learning and sharing outside [Name of 
organisation]?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
  
 10 
 
Collaborative activities  
 
Collaborative activity is defined as an activity where two or more people work together toward 
achieving a common goal.  
13: What collaborative research projects are you currently engaged in? Please list below the title of 
each project and who else is involved.  
This includes projects underway (but not grants or tenders), either within the Research Division 
or beyond the Research Division.  
 
 
Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
 
14: What collaborative publications are you currently involved in writing? Please list below the title of 
each publication and who else is involved.  
This can include publications being drafted or recently submitted, either within the Research 
Division or beyond the Research Division.  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
 
15: What collaborative grants/tenders are you currently engaged in? Please list below the title of each 
grant/tender and who else is involved.  
 
 
Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
16: What other collaborative projects are you currently engaged in? Please list below and who else is 
involved.  
e.g. service improvement, lobbying, program planning, advocacy.  
 
 
Please write your answer here: 
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My expectations at work  
* 17a. Based on your expectations of your role, please rate the following.  
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
Meets no 
expectations 
Meets some 
expectations 
Meets most 
expectations 
Meets all 
expectations 
Job satisfaction 
    
Clarity of my role 
    
Resources I need to do 
my job     
Recognition I receive 
when I do things well     
Encouragement for my 
development      
Direction and guidance I 
get to do my job well     
My opportunity to have a 
say     
Utilisation of my skills and 
knowledge     
Time I have in work day 
to learn and share with 
others 
    
Encouragement from my 
manager to learn and 
share with others 
    
Encouragement from my 
manager to engage in 
collaborative activity 
    
Contribution of the 
physical space to 
learning and sharing with 
others 
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17b. Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of your role?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
 
* 18a. Please rate how well your expectations of your team are being met.  
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
Meets no 
expectations 
Meets some 
expectations 
Meets most 
expectations 
Meets all 
expectations 
Sharing with others in 
my team     
Learning from others in 
my team     
Clarity of team's goals 
    
Way people listen to 
others within the team     
Way people enquire 
into views of others' 
within the team 
    
Collaborative activity 
within the team     
Knowledge with the 
team     
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18b. Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of your team?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
   
 
* 19a. Please rate how well your expectations of the Research Division are being met.  
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
Meets no 
expectations 
Meets some 
expectations 
Meets most 
expectations 
Meets all 
expectations 
Sharing with others in 
the Research Division     
Learning from others in 
the Research Division     
Clarity of Research 
Division's goals     
Way people listen to 
others within the 
Research Division 
    
Way people enquire 
into views of others' 
within the Research 
Division 
    
Collaborative activity 
within the Research 
Division 
    
Knowledge with the 
Research Division     
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19b. Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of the Research Division?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
 
* 20a. Please rate how well your expectations of [Name of organisation] are being met.  
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
Meets no 
expectations 
Meets some 
expectations 
Meets most 
expectations 
Meets all 
expectations 
Sharing with others 
within [Name of 
organisation] 
    
Learning from others 
within [Name of 
organisation] 
    
Clarity of [Name of 
organisation]'s goals     
Collaborative activity 
within [Name of 
organisation] 
    
Knowledge within 
[Name of organisation]     
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20b. Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of [Name of organisation]?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
   
 
* 21a. Please rate how well your expectations of collaborative activity outside [Name of organisation] 
are being met.  
 Please choose the appropriate response for each item: 
 
 
Meets no 
expectations 
Meets some 
expectations 
Meets most 
expectations 
Meets all 
expectations 
Sharing with others 
outside [Name of 
organisation] 
    
Learning from others 
outside [Name of 
organisation] 
    
Collaborative activity 
with others outside 
[Name of organisation] 
    
 
 
 
  
 
21b. Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of collaboration with others 
outside [Name of organisation]?  
 Please write your answer here: 
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Comments on knowledge sharing 
22: Describe any barriers to knowledge sharing within the Research Division?  
Knowledge sharing 
is defined as 
sharing what we 
―know‖ with others 
to help each other. 
This may include 
providing access 
to information, 
offering a different 
perspective, taking 
time to discuss 
ideas, helping 
others to learn, 
allowing others to 
observe you in 
action, or passing 
on skills or 
expertise. 
 
Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
23: How are you encouraged to share knowledge within the Research Division?  
 Please write your answer here: 
 
 
 
 
24: Any there any comments you wish to make about current knowledge sharing?  
 Please write your answer here: 
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25: What does knowledge flow look like within the Research Division? Please draw or depict your 
experience of knowledge sharing in the Research Division.  
Crayons and drawing paper are available in each research team office area. Once completed 
please return to Susan Inglis in the envelope provided. You do not need to identify yourself. 
Knowledge flow is 
defined as the transfer 
of what is known 
amongst group 
members. This may 
include information, 
perspectives, ideas, 
skills, ways of working, 
knowledge or expertise. 
 
  
 
Submit Your Survey. 
Thank you for completing this survey. 
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2009 Survey
This is the second survey being administered to the Research Division. Before you start this survey, please read the 
original Plain Language Statement explaining the project click here to ensure that you understand the aim of the 
research project. Completing the survey will be deemed as consent to participate. 
All individual responses will remain confidential. The themes from the data analysis will only be reported back to 
Research Division staff, to discuss how to further enhance knowledge sharing. The only identifying information will be 
network maps of who knows who and who people go to for advice. 
This survey is being circulated to the research group only, which includes [Teams A, B, C and D]. 
You can either complete the survey on line or print it out to complete and mail it to Susan Inglis, [address]. It takes 
15 to 20 minutes to complete. Please return completed surveys by 7 December 2009. Thanks very much for your 
participation. 
Terms used in the survey are defined below: 
Collaborative activity: an activity where two or more people work together toward achieving a common goal. Some 
examples are: working on a joint project, a publication, a campaign or a plan. 
Knowledge sharing: sharing what we know with others to help each other. This may include providing access to 
information, offering a different perspective, taking time to discuss ideas, helping others to learn, allowing others to 
observe you in action, or passing on skills or expertise. 
Knowledge flow: the transfer of what is known amongst group members. This may include information, 
perspectives, ideas, skills, ways of working, knowledge or expertise.  
This survey is not anonymous because I am interested in the patterns of who knows who across the research group, 
therefore I need to know who the respondents are. 
1. What is your name?
2. Did you complete the previous survey on knowledge sharing, administered in May
2008?
1. Preamble
2. About me
*
*
Yesgfedc
Nogfedc
Can't recallgfedc
Appendix C: Survey Two, October 2009
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3. Which research team do you primarily belong to? Please choose only one of the
following:
4. Which other research team/area/s of [name of organisation] do you regularly work
with? Please choose all that apply:
5. What year did you start working at [name of organisation]?
6. What year did you start working in the Research Division at [name of
organisation]?
7. What is your current level of appointment?
8. Are you full­time, part­time or casual?
*
*
*
*
*
Team Anmlkj
Team Bnmlkj
Team Cnmlkj
Team Dnmlkj
Team Agfedc
Team Bgfedc
Team Cgfedc
Team Dgfedc
Other (please specify) 
Grade 1nmlkj
Grade 2nmlkj
Grade 3nmlkj
Grade 4nmlkj
Grade 5nmlkj
Grade 6nmlkj
Grade 7nmlkj
Grade 8nmlkj
Grade 9nmlkj
Full­timenmlkj
Part­timenmlkj
Casualnmlkj
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9. If you are part­time, what is your fraction of appointment? Only answer this question
if you answered 'part­time' to question 7.
10. If you are casual, on average, how many hours a week do you work? Only answer
this question if you answered 'casual' to question 7.
1. How well do you know each person in the Research Division? Please choose the
appropriate response for each person.
2. Who do you go to for advice? Name up to six people (order is not important).
These can be from within your team, within the Research Division, within [name of 
organisation] or from another organisation. If the person is not from [name of 
organisation] , please include their organisation.
3. People I work with
*
Not at all Not very well Fairly well Very well
Name of each staff 
member (31 in all)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
*
Person 1:
Person 2:
Person 3:
Person 4:
Person 5:
Person 6:
4. How I learn and share with others
Page 4
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1. How useful to you is each way of learning/sharing within your research team (e.g.
sharing information/ideas/perspectives/skills/expertise/knowledge)?
*
Not at all useful Rarely useful
Sometimes 
useful
Mostly useful Always useful Not relevant
Observe my research team manager nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Observe my research team peers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Communicate informally with manager 
(e.g.face­to­face, phone, email)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Communicate informally with peers 
(e.g.face­to­face, phone, email)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Meet with research team manager nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Meet with research team peers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Read information written by research team 
peers
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Are there any comments you wish to make about learning and sharing within your research team? 
5
6
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2. How useful to you is each way of learning/sharing within the Research Division at
[name of organisation] (e.g. sharing 
information/ideas/perspectives/skills/expertise/knowledge)?
*
Not at all useful Rarely useful
Sometimes 
useful
Mostly useful Always useful Not relevant
Observe my Division Manager nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Observe my Division peers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Communicate informally with the Division 
Manager (e.g.face­to­face, phone, email)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Communicate informally with Division 
peers (e.g.face­to­face, phone, email)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Meet with Division Manager nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Meet with Division peers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Meet with all of Division nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend Learning Forum nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Read information written by Division peers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Are there any comments you wish to make about learning and sharing within the Research Division? 
5
6
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3. How useful to you is each way of learning/sharing within
[name of organisation] (e.g. sharing 
information/ideas/perspectives/skills/expertise/knowledge)?
*
Not at all useful Rarely useful
Sometimes 
useful
Mostly useful Always useful Not relevant
Communicate informally with [name of 
organisation]peers (e.g.face­to­face, 
phone, email)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Meet with [name of organisation]peers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend peer supervision nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend Management Meetings nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend [name of organisation] Executive 
Meetings
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend [name of organisation] General 
Staff Meetings
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Access [name of organisation] Intranet nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Access [name of organisation] Research 
Division Wiki
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Read information written by [name of 
organisation] colleagues
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Are there any comments you wish to make about learning and sharing within [name of organisation] ? 
5
6
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4. How useful to you is each way of learning/sharing outside of [name of
organisation] (e.g. sharing information/ideas/perspectives/skills/expertise/knowledge)?
Collaborative activity is defined as an activity where two or more people work together toward achieving a common 
goal. If it is easier to attach a document outlining your collaborative activity, please email to singlis@xxxxxxxx, or 
alternatively if your Wiki profile is up­to­date let me know if that is the best source of information. 
*
Not at all useful Rarely useful
Sometimes 
useful
Mostly useful Always useful Not relevant
Communicate informally with peers 
(e.g.face­to­face, phone, email)
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Meet with peers nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Meet with colleagues in professional 
bodies
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend seminars, conferences, workshops 
and short courses
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Participate in formal study nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend community meetings nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Participate in mail lists, chat rooms nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Access internet nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend [name of organisation] seminar 
series
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Attend specialist seminars nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Read quarterly external newsletter articles nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
5. Collaborative activities
Are there any comments you wish to make about learning and sharing outside [name of organisation] ? 
5
6
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1. What collaborative research projects are you currently engaged in? Please list below
the title of each project and who else is involved. This includes projects underway, 
either within the Research Division or beyond the Research Division. 
2. What collaborative publications are you currently involved in writing? Please list
below the title of each publication and who else is involved. This includes publications 
being drafted or recently submitted, either within the Research Division or beyond the 
Research Division. 
5
6
5
6
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3. What collaborative grants/tenders are you currently engaged in? Please list below
the title of each grant/tender and who else is involved. 
4. What other collaborative activities are you currently engaged in? Please list below
the activity and who else is involved. e.g. service improvement, lobbying, program 
planning, advocacy.
5
6
5
6
6. My expectations at work
Page 10
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1. Based on your expectations of your role, please rate the following. Please choose
the appropriate response for each item.
*
Meets no expectations
Meets some 
expectations
Meets most 
expectations
Meets all expectations
Job satisfaction nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Clarity of my role nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Resources I need to do my job nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Recognition I receive when I do things 
well
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Encouragement for my development nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Direction and guidance I get to do my job 
well
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
My opportunity to have a say nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Utilisation of my skills and knowledge nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Time I have in work day to learn and share 
with others
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Encouragement from my manager to learn 
and share with others
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Encouragement from my manager to 
engage in collaborative activity
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Contribution of the physical space to 
learning and sharing with others
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of your role? 
5
6
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2. Please rate how well your expectations of your research team are being met.
Please choose the appropriate response for each item.
*
Meets no expectations
Meets some 
expectations
Meets most 
expectations
Meets all expectations
Sharing with others in my research team nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Learning from others in my research team nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Clarity of research team's goals nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Way people listen to others within the 
team
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Way people enquire into views of others 
within the team
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Collaborative activity within the team nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Knowledge within the team nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of your research team? 
5
6
Page 12
2009 Survey
3. Please rate how well your expectations of the Research Division are being met.
Please choose the appropriate response for each item.
4. Please rate how well your expectations of [name of organisation] are being met.
Please choose the appropriate response for each item.
*
Meets no expectations
Meets some 
expectations
Meets most 
expectations
Meets all expectations
Sharing with others in the Research 
Division
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Learning from others in the Research 
Division
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Clarity of Research Division's goals nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Way people listen to others within the 
Research Division
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Way people enquire into views of others 
within the Research Division
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Collaborative activity within the Research 
Division
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Knowledge within the Research Division nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
*
Meets no expectations
Meets some 
expectations
Meets most 
expectations
Meets all expectations
Sharing with others within [name of 
organisation]
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Learning from others within [name of 
organisation]
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Clarity of [name of organisation]'s goals nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Collaborative activity within [name of 
organisation]
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Knowledge within [name of organisation] nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of Research Division? 
5
6
Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of [name of organisation] ? 
5
6
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5. Please rate how well your expectations of collaborative activity outside [name of
organisation] are being met. Please choose the appropriate response for each item.
1. Describe any barriers to knowledge sharing within the Research Division.
2. How are you encouraged to share knowledge within the Research Division?
*
Meets no expectations
Meets some 
expectations
Meets most 
expectations
Meets all expectations
Sharing with others outside [name of 
organisation]
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Learning from others outside [name of 
organisation]
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
Collaborative activity outside [name of 
organisation]
nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj nmlkj
7. Comments on knowledge sharing
5
6
5
6
Are there any comments you wish to make about your expectations of collaboration with others outside [name of organisation]? 
5
6
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3. Looking back over the last 12­18 months, what would be the most significant positive
change you have noticed regarding knowledge sharing within the Research Division? 
Please be as specific as possible in describing what has changed and the difference it 
has made. There will be an opportunity to discuss these ideas at a forum for those who 
are interested.
4. Are there any other comments you wish to make about current knowledge sharing?
5. What does knowledge flow look like within the Research Division? Please draw or
depict your experience of knowledge sharing in the research group. Drawings provide 
another useful way of expressing your perceptions. Crayons and drawing paper are 
available by the photocopier. Once completed please return to Susan Inglis in an 
addressed envelope provided. Please add a brief explanation or your name for Susan 
to contact you to assist in the interpretation of the drawing.
5
6
5
6
The Victorian Health Promotion Foundation considers partnerships an important mechanism
for building and sustaining capacity in mental health promotion. This emphasis is
particularly relevant when working across diverse sectors and with a range of organisations.
Partnerships are an important vehicle for bringing together a diversity of skills and
resources for more effective health promotion outcomes. Partnerships can increase the
efficiency of the health and community service system by making the best use of different
but complementary resources. Collaborations, joint advocacy and action can also
potentially make a bigger impact on policy-makers and governrnent.
lf partnerships are to be successful, however, they must have a clear purpose, add value
to the work of the partners and be carefully planned and monitored.
The Partnerships Analysis Tool provides a tool for organisations entering into or working
with a partnership to assess, monitor and maximise its ongoing effectiveness. VicHealth
is pleased to offer this resource and welcomes your comments and feedback.
ob Moodie
Chief Executive Officer
Vic H ea lth
Appendix D: VicHealth Partnerships Anlaysis Tool (pages 1-3 only)
Activity 1 is designed to explore and clarify the purpose of the partnership. ln order to
complete it we suggest you adopt the following approach:
1. Have each participant write five answers to each of the following questions on a
piece of paper and rank them in order of importafice :
Why is the partnership necessary in this particular project?
What value is it trying to add to the project?
Z. Compare individual lists by starting with the reasons that are most important and
following through to those that are least irnportant.
3. Look for the points of consensus, hrut also be aware of any differences.
4. Do organisations have a clear understanding of what each one can contribute to
the partnersihiP?
i""1 *"'* 
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The tool is designed to provide a focus for discussion between agencies. Wherever
possible, the activities should be completed by participating partners as a gr0up'
The discussion involved in working through the activities rr'rill help to strengthen the
partnership by clarifying ideas and different perspectives. ln some cases, it may
indicate that the partnership is not working as intended'
Where a lead agency has initiated or is coordinating the partnership they would
normally assume responsibility for facilitating the three activities.
Completing the activities will take a number of hours because there wilt be a variety
of perspectives among the partners and different evidence will be cited as a way of
substantiating the views people hold. The various stakeholders need time to reflect on
the partnership and how it is working. The discussion that occurs around completing
the tasks will contribute to the partnership because ideas, expectations and any
tensions can be aired and clarified.
The tool can be used at different tirnes in the partnership. Early on, it will provide
some information on how the partnership has been established and identify areas in
which there is a need for further work. A year or so into the partnership, it provides
a basis for structured reflection on how the partnership is developing and how inter-
partner relationships are forming. With longer-term partnerships, it may be worth
revisiting the tool every 12 or 18 morrths as a method of continuing to monitor
progress and the ways in wh ich relationsh ips are evolving'
The tool may also be useful to a lead agency as a tool for reflection when forming
and planning PartnershiPs.
The concept of partnerships used in this tool implies a level of mutuality and equality
between agencies. There are different types of partnerships in health promotion, ranging on
a continuum from networking through to collaboration (see below)'
A t:*ftti{ttt#s, af par*r*rships ix tte.+fth pro*+#*it
A distinction can be made between the purposes and nature af partnerchips. Partnerships
in health promotion may usefully be seen ta rcnge on a continuum from networking
through to collaboration.
r Networking involves the exchange of information for mutual benefit. This requires
little time and trust between partners. For example, youth services within a local
government area may meet monthly to provide an update on their work and discuss
issues that affect young PeoPle.
. Coordinating involves exchanging information and altering activities for a common
purpose. For example, the youth services may meet and plan a coordinated campaign
to lobby the council for more youth-specific services.
. Cooperating involves exchanging information, altering activities and sharing resources.
It requires a significant amount of time, high level of trust between pariners and
sharing the turf between agencies. For example, a group of secondary schools may
pool some resources with a youth welfare agency to run a 'Diversity week' as a way
of combating violence and discrimination'
r Collaborating. ln addition to the other activities described, collaboration includes
enhancing the capacity of the other partner for mutual benefit and a common purpose.
Collaborating requires the partner to give up a part of their turf to another agency to create
a better or more seamless service system. For example, a group of schools may fund a
youth agency
to establish a full-time position to coordinate a Diversity Week, provide professional
development for teachers and train student peer mediators in conflict resolution.
i
, ArJapted from: Hintrnelman A 200J, 'on coatitions and the transforrnation of ptswer relations: Collabarativet bttterment and coltaborative empowerfftent', Arnerican Journal of Cornmunity Psychology, vol. 29, no. 2.
Not all partnerships will or should move to collaboration. ln some cases, networking is the
appropriate response. The nature of the partnership will depend on the need, purpose and
willingness of participating agencies to engage in the partnership.
As a partnership moves towards collaboration, the more embedded it will need to become
in the core work of the agencies involved. This has resource and structural implications.
ln particular, collaborative partnerships require the support and involvement of senior agency
personnel, since project workers may be relatively junior or on short-term contracts. This can
affect their capacity to mobilise the agency resources required for collaboration.
'i;itir': i'0.;: I i't r.:l i:'ji iri ii i..,i ,i :"r. i i i ..;,;-:. i.. i i-
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Working collaboratively is not
always easy. Rae Walker, in her
review on collaboration and
al I iances, t acknowledges
the challenges and tensions
created by working
collaboratively as well as
the importance of deciding
when partnership is not
an appropriate or effective
strategy. Walker also describes
the critical factors for
successf u I collaboration
including the need for partners
to establish a process ensuring
that organisations develoP a
shared vision and objectives.
Ongoing monitoring and
shared reflection of how the
partnership is working is
critical to strengthening and
sustaining relationsh i Ps
between organisations and
ach ievi ng effective outcomes.
Available at
www.vichea lth .vic.gov. a u
t Walker R Sep 2000 Collar:oration
& Alliances: A Review for Vicl"lealth.
    
 
 
 
 Appendix E: Table of potential sources of data to understand knowledge flow 
1 
Knowledge Integration Reference Group [Survey Design Group] meeting 
 
 
Who to involve Tools to measure/describe knowledge flow  Purpose – provide baseline data that can be 
remeasured/described in, say, 12 months‟ time, plus: 
 Research group – 32 
people in total, inc.: 
 Team A 
 Team B 
 Team C 
 Team D  
1. Circulate current list of staff, with research group  
 Ask individuals ―who do you know?‖ on this list, that is, 
whose face can you put a name to? 
 Unlikely to collaborate if you don‘t know your colleagues 
 Would hope that the number of people others know will grow over 
the course of the project 
 All Research staff 2. Social Network Analysis (SNA) 
(SI to do course on 18
th
 Sept – will refine questions) 
 Ask individuals to draw links with the relationships they 
have that enable them to do their job well and provide job 
satisfaction, eg: 
 ―Who do you share information with?‖ 
 ―Who do you learn from?‖ 
 ―Who are you currently collaborating with?‖ – eg on a 
project, publication, program, developing an idea 
 Draw links: 
i. in own team 
ii. with others in research group 
iii. to other parts of [name of organisation] 
iv. with outside agencies 
 Show current relationships/information flow  
 Would hope that the number of relationships might grow over the 
course of the project 
 All Research staff 3. Avenues of knowledge sharing/integration 
 Ask individuals what kinds of knowledge sharing activities 
they currently engage in, and how useful they are in 
improving their overall knowledge: 
 Informal chats 1 on 1 with peers;1 on 1 with manager 
 Formal meetings: with Manager; Peers; Team; Research 
Division; Team Managers, Division meetings; Monthly 
Peer supervision 
 Formal study 
 Seminars, Conferences,  
 Intranet; internet; email 
 Shows what mechanisms there are currently in place and how 
well they are used 
 Would hope that these might grow over time 
 2 
Who to involve Tools to measure/describe knowledge flow  Purpose – provide baseline data that can be 
remeasured/described in, say, 12 months‟ time, plus: 
 All Research staff 4. Collaborative/cross-program outputs and effort (ie 
more than one person involved) 
Collate the following, taking the date from 1 October??: 
 Publications – submitted, in progress, published 
 Grants/tenders – applied for, in progress, received 
 Projects – in discussion, underway, completed 
Obtain from Team Managers or from individuals?? 
 Quantifies current collaborative activity within the research group, 
with researchers and others in [name of organisation], with 
researchers and other agencies 
 Would hope that these might grow over time 
 All Research staff -
perceptions of research, 
collaboration across 
[name of organisation] 
 Follow up with broader 
consultation – ie could 
be a few limited 
interviews to get a 
sense of perspectives 
from across [name of 
organisation] 
5. Brief survey to understand the cultural conditions 
that support or block knowledge sharing 
 Map where individuals sit now  
SI draft questions for individuals to rate the following: 
 Whether there is a clear goal 
 Level of interest in knowledge sharing – from senior 
leaders, from direct manager and from peers 
 Recognition/reward for knowledge sharing, ie in PD, PD&R, 
in [name of organisation]‘s values?, who is promoted 
 Level of intrinsic motivation to share 
 Level of openness to giving and receiving feedback 
 Whether have relevant knowledge/skills to share 
 How rate level of diversity in the group 
 Attention to dialogue/enquiry 
 Time for sharing 
 Input to decision-making 
 Access to development activity 
 Whether skills currently utilised 
 Whether feel values 
 Whether taking risks/challenges is encouraged  
 Where people sit – see if there is a correlation with who they 
share knowledge with 
 Describes researchers‘ perceptions of the conditions in place 
what support knowledge sharing 
 Would hope the ratings might improve over time 
 
 Reference Group – 
could also invite 
others?? 
6. Drawing of perceptions of what knowledge 
integration look like across the group 
 Representation of knowledge integration 
 Would hope the drawings might look different – more integration 
over time 
 Appendix F: Demographics of participants  
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Figure F1: Service by start date 
 
 
 
Figure F2: Fraction of appointment
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Figure F3: Participants by grade 1 
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 Appendix G: Evaluation Matrix  
  
 In what way will this enhance knowledge flow and help       What are the likely risks/costs of  
                      to achieve organisational objectives?                               implementation? 
 
 
Idea 1. 
Improve 
clarity of 
Research 
Division‘s 
goals 
2. 
Enhance 
learning/ 
improve 
how we 
work 
together 
3. Increase 
collaboration: 
Within 
research, 
within 
organisation 
with others 
4. Improve 
understanding 
of who knows 
what 
5. Create 
stronger 
organisational 
culture/social 
bonds 
6. Improve 
individual 
knowledge/ 
capabilities 
7. 
Enhance 
profile of 
Division 
externally 
A. Cost to 
implement/ 
maintain 
B. Time to 
implement/ 
maintain 
C. 
Resources 
to 
implement/ 
maintain 
D. 
Opportunities 
if do 
implement 
E. Risk if don‘t 
implement 
Establish 
Clear 
Publication 
Process 
            
Set up staff 
profiles 
using Wiki 
software 
            
Create 
Secondment 
opportunities 
            
Develop 
new starter 
induction 
process 
            
Hold Staff 
Planning 
Day 
            
Create a 
Research 
Brochure 
            
Regular 
Research 
Division 
Meetings 
            
Research 
Learning 
Forum 
            
  
  
 Appendix H: Drawings of knowledge flow 
1 
Drawing 1 of 2 by same person (edited to protect confidentiality) 
 2 
Drawing 2 of 2 by same person 
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Drawing 3 
 4 
Drawing 4 
 
 Appendix H: Drawings of knowledge flow 
5 
Drawing 5 
 6 
Drawing 6 
 1 
Appendix I: Invitation to 
join Intervention Design 
Group 
 University  
Business Portfolio 
Graduate School of Business 
 
INVITATION TO PARTICIPATE IN A RESEARCH PROJECT 
Enabling knowledge flow to help achieve [name of organisation’s] goals  
Dear … 
You are invited to participate in a research project being conducted by myself, Susan Inglis, a part-time 
student in the Doctorate in Business Administration (DBA) at RMIT. I am an HR consultant currently 
undertaking project work at (name of the organisation). This project is separate from the paid work I am 
doing in HR, and will be undertaken on a voluntary basis. The DBA project supervisor is Associate Professor 
Rosalie Holian, who is an employee of RMIT. The project has been approved by the RMIT Human Research 
Ethics Committee and permission has been granted by the Acting Director of [name of organisation] to 
conduct the study.   
I am inviting 6-8 people to participate on an implementation group to design and implement processes that 
are likely to enhance knowledge flow. You should not feel obligated to participate, and I completely 
understand if you are not interested or do not have time to be involved in the project. The intention of the 
volunteer group is to collaboratively consider actions that are likely to maximize knowledge flow within the 
research group, and to be involved in the implementation of these processes. This information sheet 
describes the project in ‗plain English‘. Please read this sheet carefully so you are confident that you 
understand its contents before deciding whether to participate.  If you have any questions about the project, 
please contact either myself or my supervisor.   
What is the project about?  
The key research question is ―What processes can enable knowledge flow within an organisation?‖. Success 
stories demonstrate that helping people within organisations to learn and share information with each other 
can enhance achieving organisational objectives. As a Human Resource professional, my interest is in 
maximising the potential of people to share what they know and how they do things to enhance learning 
across the organisation. The perceived benefits of participation in the research project are increased 
emphasis on knowledge sharing throughout the organisation, which in turn can generate more effective 
outcomes, make better use of available resources, maximise employee contributions to the organisation and 
improve learning. 
If I agree to participate, what will I be required to do? 
Participate in the research as part of an implementation group of 6-8 employees who will further analyse the 
data from the Knowledge Flow Survey and determine useful processes to enhance knowledge flow. The 
group is likely to meet up to 8 times over a 12 to 18 month period to both agree on actions and also be 
involved in their implementation and evaluation. Individual members of the implementation group may 
choose to continue to meet whilst the thesis is being drafted to give their views on the recommendations that 
arise from the study. The thesis is due to be completed in late 2009. 
 Each meeting is likely to take up to 90 minutes. The questions that will be discussed include: 
 What are the key findings from the survey on knowledge flow? 
 What could we do over the next 12 months to promote sharing and learning? 
 What is likely to provide the most benefit, given the time/effort involved in implementation? 
 How will we prioritise what we recommend?  
  
2 
 What is the agreed action plan? 
 How will we monitor the effectiveness of these processes?  
 Where do we need to strategically collaborate?  
What will happen to the information I provide? 
The implementation group meetings may be audio taped and the tapes and transcripts will be stored in a 
locked filing cabinet. The electronic data will be password protected and the hard copy data will be kept in a 
locked filing cabinet with access only by the researcher and supervisors. You can ask me to stop taping at 
any time, information on the audio tape can be erased and you can withdraw permission from using the data 
as part of the research project at any time.  
In reporting on the data collected, pseudonyms will be used to ensure anonymity of participants. To protect 
confidentiality, the only people who will have access to the data will be the researcher and supervisors. Any 
information that you provide can be disclosed only if (1) it is to protect you or others from harm, (2) a court 
order is produced, or (3) you provide the researchers with written permission. The results may be 
disseminated in publications prior to the completion of the doctoral thesis. The data will be aggregated and 
pseudonyms will be used in any publications, including the thesis. The information will be kept in a secure 
place for 5 years after completion of any publications and then destroyed. 
 
It is at your discretion to allow me access to the data collected for my research purposes, and this permission 
can be withdrawn at any time. The decision to participate in the research or not will not disadvantage you in 
anyway, and is a separate decision to participating in the organisational projects I am undertaking.  
Whom should I contact if I have any questions? 
If you are concerned about your participation in the reference group, you can contact myself, or the 
supervisor, Associate Professor Rosalie Holian. We can discuss your concerns with you confidentially and 
suggest appropriate follow-up, if necessary. In addition, access to a qualified counselor/psychologist is 
available through the HR Manager. Please note you can also contact RMIT Human Research Ethics Sub 
Committee, details are provided below. 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
Susan Inglis   
DBA Student, BA, MBusLeadership 
 
 
Investigator’s contact details: 
Ms Susan Inglis (Doctorate in Business Administration student), 0407 xxx xxx 
 
Academic Supervisor’s contact details: 
Associate Professor Rosalie Holian, Senior Supervisor: School of Management, RMIT University, 
Rosalie.holian@rmit.edu.au,  9925 xxxx 
 
Any complaints about your participation in this project may be directed to the Secretary, Portfolio Human 
Research Ethics Sub Committee, Business Portfolio, RMIT, GPO Box 2476V, Melbourne, 3001.  The 
telephone number is (03) 9925 5594 or email address rdu@rmit.edu.au. Details of the complaints procedure 
are available from the above address or http://ww.rmit.edu.au/council/hrec
 Appendix J: Questions arising from survey analysis  
 
 
Ways to Enhance Knowledge Flow in the Research Division 
 
1. Goal clarity 
a. How can research team/research group goals be clarified? 
 
2. Learning/sharing 
a. How do successful projects get done? What can we learn from the past? 
b. How does learning occur and can it be accelerated? e.g. Esp for new staff 
c. How does sharing occur and can it be improved? Facilitated? 
d. Improve meeting practices – how could meetings enhance knowledge sharing? 
e. Use of anecdotes – tell me how you got that project off the ground? 
f. Is there value in joint problem-solving sessions? 
g. What about reflective practice? 
h. How to address developing vs senior research staff different needs. 
 
3. Enhancing Collaboration 
a. Where does strategic collaboration need to occur and why? Within teams, across research 
group, with [name of organisation], outside [name of organisation],? 
b. How can we capitalize on/better cultivate relationships? Inside and outside of [name of 
organisation],? 
c. Can we develop cross-team knowledge sharing projects? 
 
4. Accessibility of Knowledge 
a. How can we facilitate knowledge flow – who knows what, who to go to for what? 
b. How can we make knowledge, particularly across teams, more accessible? 
c. What could managers do/do differently/keep doing to facilitate knowledge sharing? 
d. What information and resources might be needed to facilitate knowledge sharing and where 
can we get the help we need? 
e. What organizational knowledge could be better defined to make it more accessible? 
Understood? Shared? e.g. getting articles published  
 
5. Embedding KM 
a. How can we measure successful knowledge sharing? What would it look like? 
b. Could knowledge-sharing be included as a performance measure? 
 
6. Barriers 
a. How can we address the following key barriers? 
i. Lack of time 
ii. Lack of explicit emphasis on knowledge sharing (see 5.) 
iii. Lack of access to staff in other teams (see 4.) 
iv. Lack of senior staff 
v. Being part-time or working off-site 
b. Where are we having trouble moving knowledge? Ie what should the SNA look like? 
(stickiness) 
c. Where are we losing knowledge? Ie contracts, projects to others, people (leakiness?) 
 
7. Retention/Development 
a. How can we increase the attractiveness of the work environment so people stay? 
b. How can we facilitate junior researchers developing their credibility/credentials?  
c. How can we retain senior researchers? What are their motivators?  
d. Who are the boundary spanners? How do we keep them? How can they multiply? 
 
8. Research culture 
a. What is the identity of being a researcher at [name of organisation] – can it be 
strengthened?  
b. What are the cultural forces that bind people together? 
c. How can we strengthen social practices that lubricate knowledge sharing? 
  
  
 
 
 Appendix K: Ranking form  
 
 
 the knowledge group 
 
The next phase of the project is to prioritise which ideas to implement. We’re interested in which ideas 
would best meet the organisation’s goals and facilitate knowledge flow, defined as: 
 Improving the clarity and understanding of the research group’s goals. 
 Improving how we work together. 
 Increasing collaboration, both within research, within [name of organisation] and with others. 
 Creating a stronger organisational culture/social bonds. 
 Improving each person’s understanding of who knows what. 
 Improving each person’s knowledge/capabilities. 
 Enhancing the profile of the research group externally. 
 
Please rate the five ideas below by placing the numbers 1 to 5 in the boxes in order of preference, where I is 
your highest priority and 5 is the lowest priority: 
 Facilitate publication of research: develop and embed shared work practices that will 
maximise the production of publications and develop individuals’ writing skills. 
 Set up staff profiles: establish a central repository of information about research staff, their 
skills, interests and projects. This could be on the intranet, a pinboard, the new Wiki 
system or some other method. 
 Create secondment opportunities: create opportunities for people to spend a period of time 
working in another program, another part of [name of organisation] or even at another 
organisation. 
 Hold research planning day: define what we do, share information between programs, set 
priorities for future research. 
 Create a research brochure: work together to produce a distributable package of material 
about the focus of research at [name of organisation] and our capacity. 
 
Any other ideas, comments or suggestions (write overleaf if not enough space here): 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
_____________________________________________________________________ 
  
  
 
  
 Appendix L: Evaluation of publication effort  
 
 
 
  
In what way will this enhance knowledge flow and help to achieve organisational 
objectives? 
What are the likely risks/costs of implementation? 
1.  
Improve 
clarity of 
Research 
Division‘s 
goals 
2. 
Enhance 
learning/ 
improve 
how we 
work 
together 
3.  
Increase 
collaboration: 
Within 
research, 
within 
organisation 
with others 
4.  
Improve 
understanding 
of who knows 
what 
5.  
Create 
stronger 
organisational 
culture/social 
bonds 
6.  
Improve 
individual 
knowledge/ 
capabilities 
7. 
Enhance 
profile of 
Division 
externally 
A.  
Cost to 
implement/ 
maintain 
B. 
 Time to 
implement/ 
maintain 
C. Resources 
to implement/ 
maintain 
D. 
Opportunities if 
do implement 
E.  
Risk if 
don‘t 
implement 
 
 
     Minimal Staff time Staff time Increase 
publications 
and 
collaboration, 
enhance org 
reputation 
Fewer 
publications, 
uncoordinated 
output 
 
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AUTHORSHIP POLICY 
Purpose 
[Name of organisation] produces a wide variety of publications in the forms of reports, 
presentations, journal articles and web-based publications. This policy and procedure provides a 
formal structure for the preparation of publications to ensure that authorship is acknowledged in a 
fair, equitable and consistent manner across the organisation. In addition, funding bodies, such as 
NH&MRC, require that institutions have a policy on the criteria for authorship, to minimise disputes 
and help to resolve them if they arise. 
Scope 
This policy and procedure document shall apply to all [Name of organisation] publications that 
involve the identification of specific authors, including: 
 Conference, teaching and other public presentations 
 In-house, service and other technical reports 
 Journal articles (refereed and non-refereed) 
 Web-based publications 
 Books and book chapters 
Policy  
[Name of organisation] is committed to applying the principles of fairness, equity and consistency 
in recognising authorship of its publications, and adhering to the requirements of specific 
publication guidelines. 
Definitions 
Author 
To be named as an author, a person must have made a substantial intellectual contribution to the 
publication and be able to take responsibility for the work they contributed. The definition of an 
author is taken from the International Committee of Medical Journal Editors (ICMJE) Uniform 
requirements for manuscripts submitted to biomedical journals: Writing and Editing for Biomedical 
Publication http://www.icmje.org, updated October 2008. Authorship credit should be based on 
meeting the following three conditions:  
1. Substantial contributions to conception and design, acquisition of data or analysis and 
interpretation of data;  
2. Drafting the article or revising it critically for important intellectual content; and  
3. Final approval of the version to be published. 
 
The right to authorship is not tied to position, profession or linked to paid or voluntary contribution. 
Simply giving advice on design, methodology etc., or reading and/or commenting on a paper does 
not qualify a person to be listed as an author. 
Executive/first author 
Where a work has several authors, in most cases the person responsible for writing the paper, 
and subsequent drafts, should be the first author. The first author should be appointed as the 
Executive Author to manage authorship issues. This includes liaising with the funding body or 
sponsor to ensure that publications meet any existing conditions, and that intellectual property 
issues are being adhered to. The Executive Author will ensure that authorship is offered to all 
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people who meet the authorship criteria and that an authorship agreement is in place, is signed by 
all relevant authors and is regularly reviewed so the agreement reflects current arrangements. In 
addition, the Executive Author will take full responsibility for the process of publication (i.e. 
responding to referees etc), will ensure timelines are adhered to in accordance with the agreed 
project plan and that all parties are complying with agreed expectations.  
In the event of subsequent publications based on a particular piece of research, the person 
responsible for writing the first and subsequent drafts is to be the first author - NOT necessarily the 
person whose idea it might have been. 
Procedure 
Procedure overview 
1. Staff member obtains approval from the Manager to be the Executive Author (EA) and 
proceeds with the publication process 
2. EA nominates authors, and ensures they complete and sign the Authorship Responsibility 
form (P&P Form No. XXX)  
3. EA ensures the authors complete and sign the Authorship Agreement (P&P Form No. 
XXX), which includes a Project Plan  
4. EA is responsible for ongoing review of Authorship Responsibility and Authorship 
Agreement 
5. EA role can be renegotiated (See Renegotiating Executive Authorship below). 
 
Accountability 
The proposed Executive Author (First Author) is accountable for discussing the proposed 
publication with their Manager before proceeding to obtain agreement on authorship of the 
publication.  Authorship issues should be discussed and resolved as much as possible at the 
outset of projects/activities for which the expected outputs include authored works. Given that 
levels of participation often change, authorship decisions should be reviewed periodically to ensure 
that they are still fair, equitable and consistent.  
Author input 
1. In the case of collaborative papers/articles with other research centres early negotiation 
and the principles of fairness, equity and consistency should be employed. 
2. Honorary authorship, either offered, received, or sought is not permitted. 
3. All people who made contributions to the work (eg data collection, writing or editing 
assistance) but who do not fulfil the authorship criteria are named along with their specific 
contributions in an acknowledgement in the manuscript. 
4. A person who qualifies as an author must not be included or excluded without their 
permission. 
 
Authorship agreement 
Authorship decisions are to be recorded and signed in the form of an Authorship Agreement No. 
XXX (link) at the outset of the project. There should be one Authorship Agreement for each and 
every publication to be produced from a project.   
Blocking legitimate authorship  
Blocking legitimate authorship is not acceptable and any breach will be investigated and subject to 
disciplinary processes - this refers in particular to supervisors and/or senior researchers using their 
position of power to deny junior researchers first or second authorship, where the amount of input 
by the junior researcher clearly warrants this. 
Claiming illegitimate authorship 
Similarly, claiming illegitimate authorship is not acceptable - this refers in particular to supervisors 
and/or senior researchers using their position of power to claim an authorship credit without 
meeting the necessary criteria. 
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Confidentiality agreement and privacy 
All authors need to be aware and comply with any confidentiality agreements regarding the data 
that has been collected. All authors need to adhere to any privacy requirements, both legislative 
and ethical, in regards to the data and reporting. 
Conflict resolution 
In the event of conflict that cannot be resolved by the parties involved and their manager, the 
following procedures should be followed: 
The Director should be notified by any of the parties as to the nature of the conflict. Two people not 
directly involved in the processes are to be selected by the Director as adjudicators. The 
appellant(s) will have the right to appeal the decision of the adjudicators, in which case the appeal 
is to be dealt with by the Director of [Name of organisation] whose decision will be final. 
Conflicts of interest 
Any conflict of interest of authors needs to be declared in the Authorship Agreement in the event 
that this can be assessed by the Executive Author will a view to making a decision about whether 
this precludes inclusion in the publication. 
Contributors listed in acknowledgments 
Contributors who do not meet the criteria for authorship should be listed in an acknowledgments 
section. These include any person who provided purely technical help, writing assistance, or a 
manager who provided general support. Financial and material support should also be 
acknowledged. Groups of persons who have contributed materially to the paper but whose 
contributions do not justify authorship may be listed under such headings as ―clinical investigators‖ 
or ―participating investigators,‖ and their function or contribution should be described—for example, 
―served as scientific advisors,‖ ―critically reviewed the study proposal,‖ ―collected data,‖ or 
―provided and cared for study patients.‖ Because readers may infer their endorsement of the data 
and conclusions, these persons must give written permission to be acknowledged.  
Funding acknowledgement  
All funding sources are to be clearly acknowledged in all published material at [Name of 
organisation]. 
Intellectual property 
The Intellectual Property rights of [Name of organisation], authors and sponsors must be complied 
with and publications not delayed beyond the time needed to protect Intellectual Property and other 
relevant interests. 
Media relations 
Authors approached by the media should give a balanced account of the work, ensuring that they 
point out where the evidence ends and speculation begins. 
Plagiarism and wilful misuse of data  
Plagiarism and wilful misuse of data are not acceptable, and any breach will be investigated and 
subject to disciplinary processes. 
Renegotiating executive authorship 
First authorship may be relinquished and renegotiated if the proposed publication has not been 
submitted for publication within six months from the date the final data were provided. First 
Authorship may also be renegotiated if the proposed paper has not been accepted for publication 
within 12 months from the date the final data were provided. 
Secondary publication  
Secondary publication (when two or more papers, without full cross-reference, share the same 
hypothesis, data, discussion points and conclusions), should be avoided, though it is 
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acknowledged that there are times when this might be permissible, such as reports, conference 
papers etc., prior to publication in a journal. In the case where some form of secondary publication 
is possible, due consideration should be given to the nature of the audience (the publications must 
target different audiences) and the nature of the output (the publications should be of a different 
nature).  
Full disclosure of details of related published papers and similar papers in press should be made to 
the publisher at the time of submission. 
Companion papers should only be written when the research is of such complexity to preclude 
intelligible reporting in a single paper. 
Concurrent submission of papers should be avoided. 
References / links  
[Name of organisation] Writing Style Guide: For publication guidelines. This contains a style guide 
for all types of publications). 
International Committee of Medical Journal Editors, 2008. Sponsorship, Authorship, and 
Accountability, http://www.icmje.org/sponsor.htm, downloaded 5 December 2008. 
National Health and Medical Research Council, the Australian Research Council and Universities 
Australia, 2007. Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of Research, Australian 
Government, http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/publications/synopses/r39syn.htm 
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AUTHORSHIP AGREEMENT 
At the outset of any project that is likely to produce a publication, this agreement should be signed 
by all potential authors. One of these documents should be created for each publication that is 
planned. As the level of input may change over time, the agreement should be regularly reviewed 
throughout the process of preparing the publication, so that prior to submission authorship reflects 
the [name of organisation] Authorship Policy. 
Prior to signing this agreement, signatories will have read the [name of organisation] Authorship 
Policy and reviewed and completed the Authorship Responsibilities document. 
Project:   
Publication:   
 
By signing this document: 
 I acknowledge that I have read and understood the [name of organisation] Authorship 
Policy 
 I agree that the proposed authorship for the above publication is in accordance with this 
Policy.  
 I have reviewed and completed the Authorship Responsibility document outlining my 
proposed role in the publication. 
 I have agreed to the proposed Project Plan outlining my role and timeline in preparing 
the publication. 
Signed by:  Name:   Signature:  Date: 
Executive Author:         /     / 
Author 1:         /     / 
Author 2:         /     / 
Author 3:         /     / 
Author 4:         /     / 
Author 5:         /     / 
Contributors to be 
acknowledged:  
 
Date Authorship Agreement 
to be reviewed:  
 
                                                                          (No more than 3 months from date of signing) 
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AUTHORSHIP AGREEMENT: PROJECT PLAN 
 
 
Project:  
 
Publication:   
Executive Author:   
Authors:   
Publication tasks Date to be completed  Person/s primarily responsible Backup Plan 
Conception/design    
Acquisition of data    
Analysis/interpretation of data    
Choosing journals to target    
Drafting article (specify which 
sections responsible for e.g. 
Introduction, Method, Results, 
Discussion, References 
   
Revising article    
Liaising with publisher    
Liaising with funding body/sponsor    
Responding to referees    
                                   Appendix M: Authorship Policy, Agreement and Responsibility 
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AUTHORSHIP RESPONSIBILITY 
 
All authors are to complete this form and return to the Executive Author by      
Project:   
Publication:   
Executive Author:   
 
The following is the Authorship Responsibility, based on the International Committee of Medical 
Journal Editors Uniform requirements for manuscripts submitted to biomedical journals: Writing 
and Editing for Biomedical Publication http://www.icmje.org, updated October 2008. These 
principles should be applied to all [Name of organisation] publications. 
 
To qualify for authorship, you must check at least one box for each of the 3 categories of contributions below: 
Please indicate, by checking the boxes below, the contribution you will make to this publication:  
 
1. I will take public responsibility for (check at least one of the boxes below): 
 a. Substantial contributions to conception and design,  
 b. Acquisition of data, and/or 
 c. Analysis and interpretation of data.  
 
2. I will be involved in (check at least one of the boxes below): 
  a. Drafting the article and/or  
 b. Revising it critically for important intellectual content; and  
 
3.  I will have a say in final approval of the version to be published.  
 
For Executive Authorship: 
4. In addition to the above I will take public responsibility for all of the following:  
 a. Ensure that authorship is offered to all people who meet the authorship criteria 
outlined in the Authorship Policy 
 b. Ensure that an Authorship Agreement is in place, signed by all parties, and regularly 
reviewed to ensure it reflects the contributions being made 
 c. Ensure that each author has completed and signed the Authorship Responsibility  
 d. Collaborate with the authors to agree on a publication project timeline and ensure that 
all timelines are adhered to or renegotiated with all relevant parties where required. 
 e. Take full responsibility for the process of publication, including liaising with the 
publisher, responding to referees and adhering to publication requirements 
 f. Ensure that the publication complies with contract agreements with relevant funding 
bodies 
 
I have read and agree to abide by the [Name of organisation] Policy on Authorship. I certify that the 
above information is accurate, as at the time of signing.   
 
Name:    Signature:  
Date:     
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 the knowledge group 
 
On the wiki for you to edit/add to.  To add any ideas control + Click on this link and type in your usual user 
name and password. ……………………………………………………………………………………………… and send to Susan Inglis. 
 
Ways to Facilitate Publication of Research: A Discussion Paper 
The outcomes of the recent poll of the research group about ways to enhance knowledge flow suggested 
that facilitating the publication of research was the group’s most important desired outcome. The following 
discussion paper suggests processes to achieve this outcome, and includes:  
 
 How to write a lot – ideas to enhance publication at an individual level 
 What you can do with others 
 NH&MRC Responsibilities of Researchers 
 How managers can support staff to publish 
 How the research group can collectively enhance publication effort 
 Clarifying authorship, including revised policy and authorship agreement 
 Useful resources  
 
How to write a lot: What you can do on your own  
The following tips are taken from the book How to write a lot: A Practical Guide to Productive Academic 
Writing, by Paul J. Silva. 
Enhancing your individual publication record involves: 
 Scheduling time to write 
 Being familiar with tools to maximise your writing time  
 Writing well 
 Writing to academic format 
 Knowing how to submit 
Schedule time to write: 
 Schedule a regular block of time each week to write, and stick to this schedule – if you try to “find” time 
to write, you will never will – don’t spend your free time writing - build it into the work day so you 
enjoy a balanced life 
 Use your writing period to undertake analysis required/additional reading in order to be able to write, 
rather than using insufficient analysis as an excuse  
 Overcome thinking that you need a better space/equipment – you probably don’t 
 Don’t wait until you are inspired – ask yourself – How happy am I with how much I write now? Waiting 
for inspiration most likely minimises your output. There is no such thing as writer’s block – not writing 
is writer’s block. 
Tools to maximise writing time: 
 Set broad goals – devote a writing session to writing down your project goals and putting these in a 
prominent place – include things you may have been avoiding but also what you want to write, eg 
revising and resubmitting a paper, starting a new article, reviving a half-written paper, developing a 
grant proposal 
 Set a concrete goal for each writing session – eg write 200 words, create outline for a new manuscript, 
update reference list 
 Set priorities – order your list of goals according to what is most important – i.e. has a deadline, helps 
your colleagues progress, article is in a peer-reviewed journal 
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 Monitor progress as a way of motivating yourself, understanding how long it takes to undertake tasks 
for future planning, and immediately rewarding yourself when you’ve met a goal – eg keep a 
spreadsheet of your projects, concrete goals and whether you have met them or not – eg number of 
words written per session, what you accomplished (eg finished reference list) 
Writing well 
 Read up on good academic writing 
 Invite feedback from others who you think write well 
 Use short, expressive and familiar words to enhance the accessibility of your writing (esp. to non-
English speakers), short sentences and active language 
 Write first, revise later – don’t get paralysed by trying to write the perfect sentence upfront – just write 
a draft and then revise later. 
Writing format 
 Prepare an outline first so you know what you’re doing ie is it a report, a short article.  
 Keep in mind who your audience is by writing a rough list of the journals you’d like to publish in – some 
have narrower audiences than others 
 Ensure title and abstract say what your article is about without being too technical or tedious. Include 
key words in your abstract that will generate your article when someone is doing a search. 
 Introduction:  
o Overview to introduce the general problem, question or theory that justify the article’s 
existence. Strive to interest the reader and help them understand the rest of the article.  
o Describe relevant theories, review past research and discuss in more detail the question 
that motivated your research.  
o Describe how your research will answer the question. 
 Method:  
o Participants or participants and experimental design – eg size of sample, measures used 
o Procedure – what you did and said, variables 
 Results: 
o Your analyses, focussing on the results that relate to your question and inform the integrity 
of the study 
o Describe your analyses in a logical sequence, including reminding the reader of the 
hypothesis, the statistics and what the tests mean 
o Use tables and figures to reduce numbers cluttering the text 
 Discussion 
o Summarise findings, ensuring the account is complete, and including negative findings and 
results contrary to your hypothesis 
o Address limitations in the study, such as unexpected results or problems with the 
procedure 
o Discuss the findings in the light of other theories and past research 
 References – cite what you’ve read that is relevant, all references that are in the text, and your own 
work as others are likely to be interested  
Submitting your manuscript 
 Wait until it is clear, well-written and as perfect as possible to show the editor you are a serious 
 Read the instructions to authors to ensure you are following submission guidelines 
 Write a simple cover letter to the editor, with title, your contact details, assurances that the manuscript 
isn’t under review elsewhere and that the data was collected according to the field’s ethical standards. 
You can suggest potential reviewers. 
 Potential responses – acceptance, request for revision or rejection – if the latter, you might need to 
check if you can re-submit and under what conditions. If asked to resubmit, you need to consider if the 
effort is worth it. If rejected, consider the comments and try submitting elsewhere. Given high rejection 
rates (80%), better to expect rejection and move on. 
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 Resubmission - Identify the action points and revise quickly to keep momentum. Write a cover letter 
that thanks the editor for the opportunity to resubmit, describes the changes in detail, addressing each 
action point openly and thoroughly under headings of Reviewer 1’s comments, Reviewer 2’s comments 
etc. For each action point, summarise the comment, what you did (giving page reference) and how it 
resolves the comment/criticism. For changes you haven’t made justify why not. 
Co-authoring 
 Before committing to a research collaboration agree on the authorship of the manuscript, using the 
Authorship Agreement to  
 If you will be the first author, set deadlines for your co-authors to review the paper 
 
What you can do with others 
Set up a writing support group (or agraphia group – agraphia is the pathological loss of an ability to write) 
to meet weekly or fortnightly. The group is a constructive source of social pressure, and can provide 
insights and support those struggling to write. 
 
 Set concrete, short-term goals and monitor the group’s progress – at each meeting individuals set goals 
they’ll complete before the next meeting – eg write the introduction, and these are recorded by the 
group to keep each person on track 
 Use the time to focus on setting writing goals or discussing ways to improve writing – eg sharing ideas 
on how to maximise writing 
 Reward achieving goals and encourage those who don’t to develop a writing schedule – don’t let them 
get away with not writing 
 
NH&MRC Responsibilities of Researchers 
 Ensure you are aware of any restrictions relating to intellectual property or culturally sensitive data 
 Where feasible provide research participants with a summary of the research results 
 Ensure all findings are accurate and properly reported 
 Cite other work appropriately and accurately 
 Disclose if you are submitting work similar to work already published 
 Obtain permission from original publisher for republishing research findings 
 Disclose sources of support – financial, inkind, potential conflicts of interest 
 Register clinical trials 
 Manage confidentiality 
 Responsibly communicate research findings in the public arena 
o Preferably after tested through peer review, or explain status if still in progress 
o Promptly inform those impacted by the research before informing the popular media 
o Honour any restrictions on communication agreed with sponsor 
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How managers can support staff to publish 
 Schedule workload to explicitly allow time for writing activity 
 Establish expectations for publishing at each level and include these in PD&R 
 Identify particular development needs and provide coaching  
 Hook each person up with a writing group 
 Monitor writing activity 
 
How the research group can collectively enhance publication effort 
 Reward/recognise publication effort at research meetings 
 Space on bulletin board to advertise recent staff publications 
 Include feature on how to publish in Learning Forum discussions  
 Identify prolific publishers and find out how they do it – lead a writing group 
 Create a number of writing groups 
 Set a group target for the year and keep a group tally of publications on display 
 At each group meeting have an agenda item on status of publications  
 Have a review mechanism so that prior to submission a number of eyes have critiqued the article to 
ensure any flaws have been addressed 
 
Identifying appropriate publications 
 Existing publications appropriate to [name of] sector and which one would submit to for what kind of 
articles - insert journal list and impact factors 
 Link to journal list to check latest impact factor  
 List of track record in publications by journal so people have a sense of which might be easier to break 
into 
 
Clarifying authorship, including revised policy and authorship agreement 
Attached is [name of organisation] Authorship Policy, Authorship Responsibilities and Authorship 
Agreement (In progress) 
 
Useful resources 
 Albert, T. 2003. How to handle authorship disputes: a guide for new researchers, 
http://publicationethics.org/files/u2/2003pdf12.pdf 
 Committee on Publication Ethics (COPE) 1999. Guidelines on Good Publication Practice 
http://publicationethics.org/static/1999/1999pdf13.pdf 
 International Committee of Medical Journal Editors, 2008. Uniform Requirements for Manuscripts 
Submitted to Biomedical Journals: Writing and Editing for Biomedical Publication, http://www.icmje.org 
 International Committee of Medical Journal Editors, 2008. Sponsorship, Authorship, and Accountability, 
http://www.icmje.org/sponsor.htm, downloaded 5 December 2008. 
 NH&MRC, ARC and Universities Australia, 2007. Australian Code for the Responsible Conduct of 
Research, Australian Government. http://www.nhmrc.gov.au/publications/synopses/r39syn.htm 
 Silva, P.L. 2007 How to write a lot: A Practical Guide to Productive Academic Writing, American 
Psychological Association, Washington DC. 
 [name of organisation] Writing Style Guide on intranet http://.................................................................  
 Individual guidelines for publication submission
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In what way will this enhance knowledge flow and help to achieve 
organisational objectives? 
What are the likely risks/costs of implementation? 
1.  
Improve 
clarity of 
Research 
Division‘s 
goals 
2. 
Enhance 
learning/ 
improve 
how we 
work 
together 
3.  
Increase 
collaboration: 
Within 
research, 
within 
organisation 
with others 
4.  
Improve 
understanding 
of who knows 
what 
5.  
Create 
stronger 
organisational 
culture/social 
bonds 
6.  
Improve 
individual 
knowledge/ 
capabilities 
7. 
Enhance 
profile of 
Division 
externally 
A.  
Cost to 
implement/ 
maintain 
B.  
Time to 
implement/ 
maintain 
C. 
Resources 
to 
implement/ 
maintain 
D. 
Opportunities if 
do implement 
E.  
Risk if don‘t 
implement 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
No cost to 
implement 
Reasonable 
amount of 
time required 
to implement 
and some 
time to 
maintain 
IT staff, 
research 
staff, 
software 
Increased 
collaboration, 
knowledge 
flow, more 
effective 
knowledge 
centre 
Staff 
missing 
utilising 
existing 
skills in 
group and 
learning 
from others 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 Appendix P: Wiki staff profile template 
 
 
 the knowledge group 
 
Staff Profile 
*This is an edited version of a survey sent to all staff for them to complete their staff profile – 
detailed instructions on how to fill it out are omitted. 
In May 2008 a survey of research staff was conducted. One of the findings was that many staff did 
not know who was who and who knew what in the research group. As a result, the Knowledge 
Group suggested, and it was agreed, to create a central store of staff profiles to help others learn 
about their colleagues and share expertise.  
This online survey is designed to collect a minimum set of data from all research staff to form the 
basis of those staff profiles.  
When you complete the survey, we will take the responses you provide and create a page for you 
on Wiki. This page will be viewable and searchable by all [name of organisation] staff and will be 
up to you to keep up to date. We hope this will make it quick and easy to get all profiles up on the 
Wiki. 
In about a month or so we will run a demonstration and training session showing research staff 
how Wiki works, how to use it and how to update information. 
If you have questions about this, please contact [―Mark‖].  
1. Name 
2. Current role 
3. Qualifications 
4. Publication list 
5. Projects/research  
6. Funding history  
7. External organisation connections 
8. Areas of expertise  
9. Areas of interest that I’d like to develop  
10. In my spare time I... 
11. 100 word bio for inclusion in tenders etc. 
 
Your CV included?: Yes/No 
Photo included?:  Yes/No 
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In what way will this enhance knowledge flow and help to achieve 
organisational objectives? 
What are the likely risks/costs of implementation? 
1.  
Improve 
clarity of 
Research 
Division‘s 
goals 
2. 
Enhance 
learning/ 
improve 
how we 
work 
together 
3.  
Increase 
collaboration: 
Within 
research, 
within 
organisation 
with others 
4.  
Improve 
understanding 
of who knows 
what 
5.  
Create 
stronger 
organisational 
culture/social 
bonds 
6.  
Improve 
individual 
knowledge/ 
capabilities 
7. 
Enhance 
profile of 
Division 
externally 
A.  
Cost to 
implement/ 
maintain 
B.  
Time to 
implement/ 
maintain 
C. 
Resources to 
implement/ 
maintain 
D. 
Opportunities if 
do implement 
E. 
 Risk if don‘t 
implement 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
High cost 
in terms of 
loss of staff 
member for 
period from 
one team 
Depends on 
length of 
secondment 
Research 
staff 
interested in 
taking 
secondment 
and other 
areas 
interested in 
placing them 
Increased 
collaboration 
with other areas 
of the 
business/sector 
Remaining in 
―silos‖ not 
drawing on 
opportunities 
to broaden 
perspective 
and therefore 
contribute 
beyond the 
obvious 
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 the knowledge group 
Possible Ideas for a Secondment Program 
 Is possible to negotiate now – doesn’t need to be a policy – can be agreed by Managers 
 Issue of whether the idea could be promoted/encouraged  
 
Individual Value 
 Enhance individual learning beyond own area of expertise and therefore allows them to potential 
contribute more broadly to the team 
 Challenge individuals to consider how their contribution in their substantive role could be 
enhanced in the light of understanding another area of [name of organization]/another 
organization 
 Reinvigorate interest in [name of organization]/ for those who may be getting a bit stale/flat – 
seeking a change 
 Retain people longer who may otherwise be thinking of leaving 
 Strengthen understanding of different area of business 
 Get to know different people and be able to potentially draw on those new relationships 
 
Value to team/research group 
 Bring new ideas back to the team  
 Bring back to team new/stronger relationships that others can build in 
 Bring back ways to foster greater collaboration 
 Can provide the opportunity for someone else in the team to step up and take on an expanded role 
when the other person is on secondment but still accessible in the organization - allows you to 
ascertain potential of others 
 Decrease silos 
 
Principles 
 Needs to be a period of time which ensures people can make a contribution – ie if too short spend 
all time learning and not contributing – can then be seen as a drain on resources rather than value-
adding – how much time would that be?  
 Can’t negatively impact on delivering business requirements – has to be negotiated – at the same 
time need to think long-term about how to retain productive individuals  
 Has to be real engagement – real value – for both parties 
 
Options 
 Could be one day a week or a block of time 
 Needs to have a real project to work on and a person willing to mentor/coach  
 Report back on learnings so the value is shared with the team 
 Can be initiated by either a manager or a staff member – either may see it as an opportunity and 
explore the options 
 Write a case that shows the idea it has been clearly thought through and that it makes sense at a 
number of levels, including: 
o Value for the individual in terms of their learning/sharing   
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o Value to their existing team of what the individual will bring back 
o Value to the new team where they will be working 
o The nature of the work to be undertaken 
o The length of the secondment 
o Who is available to coach/mentor/support the individual 
o How the substantive role will be covered in their absence  
o The opportunities the secondment offers to others in the team they are temporarily 
vacating 
o The potential risks related to the secondment 
o The potential risks if the secondment is not approved 
 
 Appendix S: Planning Day Paper 
 
 the knowledge group 
 
Possible Ideas for a Staff Planning Day 
 
Principles 
 Needs a clear structure and purpose –not just a love-in 
 Is there a key issue that needs all staff thinking/facilitated dialogue for half-day/ a day? 
 Timing 
 Needs to have a high level of engagement 
 
Potential Value 
 Opportunity to hear from different people 
 Understand what projects people are working on 
 Strengthen understanding of different area of business 
 Get to know different people and be able to potentially draw on those new 
relationships 
 Identify potential cross-functional projects that could be explored 
 
Possible topics 
 Clarify research group’s goal 
 Clarify future directions 
 Use topic of enhancing learning/sharing as a way to generate ideas of what is working 
work and what could be done differently 
 Opportunity to celebrate research groups achievements – take stock and then 
consider path leading forward 
